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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 
काणादं पाणिनीये च ANIRAA 


Kapadai Paniniyar ca sarvasastropakdrakam, 


“Logic and grammar are indispensable aids for 
every branch of knowledge." - 


This little book, called A P RIMER SPI NDIAN 
LOGIC, is primarily based on Annambhatta's Tarka- 
samgraha and is designed to serve as an introduction, 
not only to the study of Indian logic as embodied in 
the Nyaya-Vaisesika literature in Sanskrit, but also to 
the study of Indian philosophy in its diverse systems. 
In preparing this book, the oft-quoted Sanskrit dictum 
given above was borne in mind, This book comprises 
three paits. Part I contains an historical introduction. 
Part II gives the Sanskrit text of the Tarkasamgraha 
in the Devanagari scriptand in English transliteration. 
Part III forms the bulk of this work aud contains an 
English rendering of the Sanskrit text accompanied by 
a critical and comparative exposition of each topic in 
English, In this exposition, an endeavour is made to 
combine strict fidelity to the original Sastraic texts in 
Sanskrit with an intelligible presentation of the techni- 
cal ideas of Indian systems of philosophy in an English 
garb. In the course of this endeavour, it has become 
unavoidably necessary to coin and bring into vogue 
certain technical terms, which, at first sight, look some- 
what uncouth. 


ii 


Nearly two years ago, I undertook to write this 
book for the benefit of modern University students, 
more especially B.A. students offering philosophy as 
their optional subject, in compliance with a suggestion 
made by my esteemed friend, Prof. P. N. Srinivasa- 
chariar, M.A., Professor of Philosophy in the Pachai- 
yappa's College, Madras. Messrs. P. Varadachari & Co., 
Publishers and Book-sellers, 8, Linga Chetty Street, 
Madras, “rely undertook to publish this work. The 
printing of parts II and III was finished in January 
1931 and these two parts were separately made avail- 
able to students in the beginning of 1931. The com- 
plete work, with part I also and a very useful Sanskrit 
glossary, is now made available in a complete form; 
and in this form, it is hoped that it will be received 
well by all the students and scholars interested in 
Indian philosophy. 

The bulk of the matter in this book is directly 
based on Sàstraic texts in Sanskrit. In the course of 
the preparation of this work, I consulted well-known 
English books on Indian philosophy like Prof. Radha- 
krishnan's ‘Indian Philosophy’, Dr. Keith's * Atomism 
and Indian Logic’, and Dr. Randle's ‘Indian Logic in 
the Early Schools’. My thanksare due, in particular, to 
two of my young friends and former pupils—to 
Mr. T. R. Chintamani, M.A., Senior Lecturer in Sans- 
krit, Madras University, for preparing the table of 
contents and the Sanskrit glossary, and to Mr. T. 
Chandrasekharan, M.A., (Diploma in German), Profes- 
sor of History of Sanskrit Language and Literature, 
Madras Sanskrit College, and Manager, Journal of 


is 


Oriental Research, Madras, for reading the proofs. I 
should also take this opportunity to express my thank- 
fulness to the Madras Law Journal Press, Mylapore, 
for its very kind and efficient co-operation in seeing 
this work through the press and to Pandit T. 5. 
Subrahmanya Sastri (Sahitya-Siromani) of the M.L.J. 
Press for the alert and willing assistance which he 
rendered at various stages in getting me to do the work 
in the midst of my multifarious duties. 


S. KUPPUSWAMI SASTRI 


5, North Mada Street, Mylapore, 
11th March, 1932. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 


The authorities of the Kuppuswami Sastri 
Research Institute have great pleasure in bringing out 
this second edition of the Primer of Indian Logic by 
Prof. S. Kuppuswami Sastri, aud publi hing it on 
the occasion of the Seventh Foundation Day celebra- 
tions of the Institute founded in the name of the 
author. 


Dr. A. Sankaran, M.A., PH.D. and Dr. V. Raghavan, 
M.A., PH.D., were in charge of the work of briny 
out this second edition. 


The corrections noted by the author in hisown 
copy of the book preserved in the Institute Library have 
been incorporated here. 


Sri K. Venkateswara Sarma, M.A., was of much 
assistance in the reading of the proofs and seeing the 
work through the press. 


The thanks of the Institute authorities are specially 
due to Sri N. Ramaratnam, M.A. B.L, Proprietor, 
M. L. J. Press, for his continued co-operation in the 
work of the Institute. 


7th Sept. 1951. 
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॥ श्रीः ॥ 
॥ तकसंग्रहः ॥ 
A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC 


PART | 


INTRODUCTION 


SECTION I 
PRELIMINARY : LoGcic IN THE WEST AND IN INDIA 


In the cultural history of Europe, over twenty-two 
centuries ago, thinking, like speaking, needed an 
elucidative and regulative aid and found it in a distinct 
branch of investigation, which was founded and orga- 
nised in Greece by Aristotle and which came to be 
designated Logic. It is significant that the name logic 
is etymologically connected with the Greek word logos, 
which denotes both ‘thought’ and ‘word’ or ‘discourse’, 
The significance of this etymological connection can be 
adequately appreciated if it is remembered that logic, 
in its rise and development in the western world, 
particularly in Greece, was closely connected with 
rhetoric. Thus the name logic is of a tell-tale character 
in its application to logic in the West; and it may be 
taken to indicate how, almost from its very rise, western 
logic found. itself inthe firm grip of formalism and 
how it took more than twenty centuries for the 
scientific method underlying Aristotle’s Organon to be 
redeemed, brought into prominence and implemented 
in the Novum Organum of Francis Bacon (1561-1626). 
The term logic should not be taken to carry with it all 
these implications of European history when it is used 
in the phrase Indian logic. This phrase is usually 
rendered by the Sanskrit equivalents—dnviksikt 


iv A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART I 


nyáyavisiara, nydyadarsana, tarBasüstra and pramana- 
$üsifa. — It is also usual to describe Indiam logic by the 
anglicised phrase Nyaya-Vaisesika system and it is 
usually described thus in this work. | All these phrases 
are significant and appropriate in one way or other, 
particularly in view of the place which Indian logic 
occupies in the cultural history of India and of the 
manner in which it arose and grew—not asa mere 
grammar of thinking, but as an orthodox (astika) 
system of philosophy with a special stress on the science 
of methodical reasoningin both its inductive and 
deductive aspects, this science forming its dominant 
and distinctive part. Indian logic is dnviksski or 
nyayavistara or npdjadarsana in the sense that it is a 
philosophical system, of which methodical reasoning 
or investigation of knowledge got through observation 
or perception and trustworthy verbal testimony forms. 
the central theme; it is pre-eminently the science of 
ratiocination or tarkasdsira; and in contrast with the 
padasdsira or ‘the science of grammar’ (V yakarana) 
and with the vākyaśāsira or ‘the exegetics’ ( Mimàmsa), 
itis described as the pramdnasdsira or the epistemo- 
logical science, chiefly concerned with valid. knowledge 
and its sources. That Indian logic is usually described 
as the Nyàya-V ai$esika system is not because it is the 
result of the syncretism of the two opposing systems — 
Nyáya realism and Atomistic pluralism; rather, it is so. 
described because at a very early stage in the history of 
Indian logic, the Vai$esika stress on the inductive phase 
of inference came to be synthestsed with its deductive 


phase in the Nyaya theory of +... i^i. reasoning. 


Sec. 1] INTRODUCTION v 


Those who are familiar with Western logic and desirous 
of studying Indian logic froma historical and com- 
parative point of view will do well to bear in mind the 
fact that, while one may find striking parallels in the 
Indian and Western systems of logic, one should not be 
misled by such parallels and lose sight of the funda- 
menta} differences in respect of scope and method, 
which Indian logic discloses in itsrise and development, 
as compared with Western logic. 


SECTION II 


ANTECEDENTS AND FORESHADOWINGS OF THE 


V AISESIKA AND NYAYA 


The story of India’s quest for truth and of India’s 
attempts to lay out suitable ways and approaches to 
truth is long and varied and it has been reconstructed 
with a considerable measure of success by several 
eminent scholars, Indian and alien, from the ancient 
literary monuments of India, which are mostly inthe 
form of Sanskrit works. In all this quest and these 
attempts, a careful student of the history of Indian 
philosophical thought may discern, almost from the 
very beginning, two tendencies—the iniwitionistic and 
the “attonalistic, and two chief aims—the achievement 
of Dharma and the realisation of Brahman. If one of 
the Rg-Vedic seers could be said to have boldly intuited 
the monistic absolute in the well-known verse “ That 
One breathed breathlessly by itself” (Anidavatam 
svadhaya tadekam: Rv. .X.129.2), it would not be 
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far-fetched to find the rationalistic exhortation of 
another Rg-Vedic seer in the verse “Meet one another, 
discuss and understand your minds" (Samgacchadh- 
vam samvadadhvam sam vo manàmsi jdnatam: 
Rv. X.191.2). These two tendencies came to exhibit 
themselves throughout the Vedic age, in close 
association with the two aims mentioned above. On 
one side, as a result of the influence of the rationalistic 
tendency on the ritualistic aspect of the Veda, ritualistic 
and exegetic doctrines, which, in due time, emerged as 
Jaimini's system of Pirva-Mimamsa, were developed. 
And, on the other side, the combined workings of the 
intuitionistic and rationalistic tendencies in the direc- 
tion of spiritual insight and knowledge of truth led to 
the emergence of the Upanisadic philosophy of Atman. 
This philosophy was marked by a pronounced emphasis 
on the efficacy and value of intuition, which culminated 
in Badarayana’s system of Vedanta. The dominant 
feature of the philosophy of the Upanisads is its 
monistic absolutism, which led up, within the Upani- 
sadic period itself, to rationalistic reactions of different 
types representing collateral and casual phases of 
Upanisadic thought-+some of them coming to be 
systematised later on in the dualism and realism of 
Kapila’s Sámkhya and the allied discipline of Pata- 
fijali’s Yoga, some others eventually giving rise to the 
pluralistic rationalism of Kanada’s Vassestka system 
and its complementary Ngdéya of Gautama, and yet 
others emerging as anti-Vedistic rebels in the form of 
the Jaina may-be-tsm (syddvdda), the Bauddha idealism 
(vijanavada) and nihilism. (Sanyavdda), and the 
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Carvaka materialism. All these post-Upanisadic sys- 
tems came to be called darsanas (daríanàmi). It 
should be noted here that the term ‘system’ is very 
inadequate as the English equivalent of the Sanskrit 
word ‘darsana’. While the former word brings into 
ing ence the idea of systematisation, the latter word 
brings into relief the fact that the plenary intuition of 
truth or spirit (tativadarsana or dtmadarsana), whicl 
a gifted saint or seer came to have, lies at the root of 
every system of Indian philosophy and forms its fruit 
also. A long-established and widely accepted tradition 
classifies these daríanas into ástika and nastika.) The 
history of the meaning of these two words throws some 
light on the manner in which the ground of classifica- 
tion happened to be shifted under varying circums- 
tances. Panini’s sūtra 4.4.60 (asti nāsti distam matih) 
gives the derivation of the words dstika, ndsitka and 
daistika: and according to Panini, àstika is ‘one who 
believes in the other world’, ndstika is ‘one who does 
not believe in the other world’ and daistika is a ‘pre- 
destinarian’ or ‘fatalist’. This is the oldest recorded 
explanation of these words, On the basis of this expla- 
nation, even Jainism, and Buddhism in some of its 
aspects, could be described as dstika systems. An old 
popular tradition would take the word dsttka in the 
sense of ‘one who believes in God’. If this should be 
accepted, Jaimini’s Pürva-Mimümsa and Kapila’s 
Samkhya, which are usually included in the dsiika list, 
ought to be dropped from that list, as they do not 
recognise svara. A post-Buddhistic, but pre-Christian, 
tradition fixed the meaning of the word dstika as ‘one 
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who believes in the infallibility and the supreme 
authority of the Veda’ and of the word ndstika as 
‘one who does not believe init’, This tradition has 
been widely accepted for along time. According to 
this, the Sarnkhya and Yoga, the Vaisesika and Nyaya, 
the Purva-Mimamsa and Vedanta are described as 
dstika-darsanas, and the Carvaka, Jaina and Bauddha 
systems as ndstika-darfanas, In this context, whenever 
the terms orthodox and heterodox happen to be used as 
the English equivalents of dstika and ndstika, it should 
be remembered that they have reference to belief and 
disbelief in the authority of the Veda. 


Though the first beginnings of the Vaisesika and 
Nyaya systems are misty in certain respects, a caretul 
student is not likely to miss the foreshadowings of the 
central doctrine of these systems inthe Upanisads. In 
the well-known three-fold scheme of self-culture lead- 
ing to self-realisation, as taught inthe oft-quoted 
Upanisadic text “ Verily, Maitreyi, the Spirit should 
be realised, heard, discussed and constantly contem- 
plated upon” (Alma và are drastavyas Srotavyo 
mantavyo nididhyasitavyah—Brhad. IV. 5), it is 
generally accepted that hearing or initial comprehension 
(Sravana) represents the inaugural stage, investigation 
and discussion with the help of reason (manana) 
represent the central stage and constant contemplation 
(nididhyàsana) stands for the culminating stage. The 
grim spiritual teacher of the Kathopanisad, Death 
(Yama), pulls up the rationalist of the Upanisadic age 
with the warning “ Self-realisation cannot be got 
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through ratiocination or tarka” (Naisd tarkena matird- 
paneyü—Katha II. 9). From these foreshadowings 
of deliberate attempts to exercise reason, when consi- 
dered together with the fact that philosophical debates 
such as those that were carried on under the auspices 
of Ajjtasatru and Janaka were very common during 
the Upanisadic age, the inference is irresistible that, 
already during the period of the Upanisads, some 
logical doctrines should have not only begun to appear, 
but also progressed beyond the nebulous stage. 


SECTION III 


How THE VAISESIKA AND NYAYA SCHOOLS 
EMERGED AND WHEN THEIR DOCTRINES 


WERE REDACTED INTO SUTRAS 


(Before the end of the Upanisadic period and prior 
to the advent of the Buddha, the Vedic scriptures 
embodying the results of the intuitive insight of the 
Vedic and Upanisadic seers had asserted their authority 
so far as to persuade a large section of rationalistic 
thinkers to agree to play second fiddle to scriptural 
authorities. This should have resulted in the develop- 
ment of the pre-Buddhistc Nyáya method in close asso- 
ciation with Vedic exegesis and accounts for the earlier 
use of the term Nydya in the sense of ‘the principles 
and the logical method of Mimarnsa exegetics.’ This 
also accounts for the fact that, even after the disentan- 
glement of the Nyāya logic from Vedic exegetics, the 
legislators of ancient India like Manu and Yàjfiavalkya 
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emphatically recognised the importance and value of 
logical reasoning (tarka) in a correct comprehension 
of dharma as taught by the Vedas (Manu XII. 105 
and 106;  Yajfiavalkya I. 3). Another section of 
rationalistic thinkers who did not agree to play second 
fiddle to scriptural authorities, perhaps developed and 
expounded rationalistic doctrines on independent lines, 
without subjecting themselves to the thraldom of Vedic 
religion and philosophy. Some of these doctrines 
perhaps shaped themselves into the Samkhya thought 
of the pre-Buddhistic stage, with a marked degree of 
hostility to Vedic ritualism. Some other doctrines of 
this kind gave rise to the pre-Buddhistic logic and 
and metaphysics of the Vaisesika, witha special leaning 
in favour of the inductive method of reasoning based 
on observation and analysis and with a simple rationa- 
listic scheme of two sources of valid knowledge— 
perception and inference (praiyaksa and anumdna). It 
is very likely that the anti-Vedic speculations of the 
pre-Buddhistic Sarhkhya and the anti-Vedic logic and 
epistemology of the pre-Buddhistic Vaisesika paved the 
way for the development and systematisation of 
Buddhism. ) It may here be borne in mind that 
Buddhistic tradition, as preserved in ancient Chinese 
records, readily recognises the priority of the Sarhkhya 
and the Vai$esika to Buddhism, (See Uis Vaisegika 
Philosophy, pages 3 and 4.) 

[Aton the fifth century B. C., when the anti- Vedic 
movements of Buddhism rose and began to spread, the 
exponents of Vedic philosophy and religion keenly felt. 
the need for showing greater accommodation to 
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rationalistic modes of thought. The  rationalistic 
resources available for Vedic religion and philosophy 
had to be pooled together and kept fit for defensive and 
offensive use, as against the impact from collision with 
avaidika developments. On the one side, it was found 
easy to disentangle from its Vedistic environment the 
logical method (Nydya) of Vedic exegetics; and on the 
other side, to bring the unfettered methods of reasoning 
and analysis known to theearly Vai$esika under the 
influence of the attempts for rapprochement made by 
the Vaidika thinkers turned out to be an easy task, 
chiefly as a result of the disquieting nihilistic excesses 
of early Buddhism. Thus, the Nyàya of the Vedic 
exegesis and the logic and metaphysics of the early 
anti-Vedic Vatsesika came to fraternise with each other 
and gave rise to two sister-schools of philosophical 
reasoning—the VatSesika school mainly concerned with 
inductive observation and analysis, and the Nydya 
school chiefly concerned with the formulation and 
elucidation of the principles of ratiocination on the 
basis of inductive reasoning. These two schools should 
have appeared in a fairly definite form, with their 
characteristic methods of reasoning and metaphysics, by 
the middle of the fourth century B. C., though the chief 
doctrines of these schools came to be systematised and 
redacted in their basic sutras at a relatively later date. 
This statement may receive good support from the 
following facts, if they could be taken to be conclusively 
established. Bhadrabahu, a Jaina sage, whose activity 
as a Jaina logician may be assigned to about 357 8. C., 
was quite familiar with an old theory of ten-membered 
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syllegism. The Nyàya logic was known to Katyayana 
of the fourth century B. C., as Goldstucker has shown 
in his work on ‘Panini and his Place in Sanskrit Litera- 
ture’, Badarayana’s Vedàánta-sütras (Il-ii 11 to 17) 
definitely presuppose the VaiSesika. The Lalitavtstara 
and Milindapafilla mention the Vai$egika. Even the 
Vai$esika-sütras, which were, in all probability, pro- 
duced later than the middle of the fourth century 
B. C. do not controvert any of the Buddhistic 
doctrines, while Buddhistic tradition generally re- 
cognises the pre-Buddhistic origin of the Vaišesika. 
These considerations, which tend to show that the 
Nyàya and Vaišesika schools came into being ina 
definite form before the middle of the fourth century 
B. C., cannot be lightly brushed aside. 

The doctrines of these two schools were syste- 
matised and redacted in the form of the Nyàya-sütras 
and Vaisesika-sutras. The authorship of the former 
is ascribed to Gautama, and that of the latter to 
Kanada. According tothe generally accepted Indian 
tradition, which goes back to the early centuries of the 
Christian era, Gautama is otherwise known as Aksapada 
and Kanada is otherwise known as Ulüka and Kàšyapa, 
It will be obvious to those who are familiar with the 
traditions of ancient India that Aksapdda was the 
personal name and Gautama the gotra name of the 
author of the Nyàya-sütras, and that Kanāda and 
Ulüka are the personal names and Kásyapa the gotra 
name of the author of the Vaisesika-sütras, in the 
same way as Paksilasvdmin is the personal name and 
Vatsyayana the gotra name of the author of the 
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Nyayabhasya. Though the exact dates of Kanada and 
Gautama are not known, the dates of their sütras can 
be fixed within fairly definite limits. Jacobi, in his 
well-known article on the date of the philosophical 
sütras (Journal of the American Oriental Society 
XXXI. 1911), endeavours to show that the Nyàya- 
sütral and the Drahma-sütras were redacted between 
200 and 500 A.D., that the Vai$esika-sütras and 
Mimarhsa-sutras were redacted at a somewhat earlier 
date, that the redaction of the Yoga-sütras should be 
assigned to about 450 A. D., and that the sirhkhya- 
sütras were produced at a much later date, later than 
the fourteenth century. With regard to the Sarhkhya- 
sütras, it is generally accepted that they were composed 
later than the fourteenth century, though the Tativa- 
samasa, which may be regarded as the nucleus of the 
basic sutras of the Samkhya system, is perhaps older 
than [Svarakrsna and the Christian era and is certainly 
older than the Bhagavadajjuka, a farce earlier than 
the seventh century A. D. (See Journal of Oriental 
Research, Madras, Vol. II, pages 145 to 147). If the 
Bhiksu-sütra referred to in IV.iiillO of Panini’s 
Astddhydyi and the Brahma-sütra mentioned in XIII,4 
of the Gita could be taken to refer to Badarayana’s 
Brahmasütras,it would be difficult to accept, without 
due reservations, Jacobi's argument in its application to 
the Vedánta-sütras. The name Patafijali, borne by the 
author of the Yoga-sütras, presents some difficulties to 
Jacobi, as the date of Patafijali, the author of the 
Mahabhasya, is accepted to be the middle of the 2nd 
century B. C. But Jacobi would attempt to differentiate 
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the author of the Mahabhasya from the author of the 
Yoga-sütras, though, asa matter of fact, the ancient 
tradition identifying the two Patafijalis is sound and 
maintainable on reasonable grounds, The central point 
Jf Jacobi's argument relates to the internal evidences 
furnished by the nature of the Buddhist doctrines con- 
troverted in some of these sutras. The Nyaya-sutras, 
according to Jacobi, refute the nihilistic sangia-vdda of 
Nagarjuna (3rd century A, D. circa) and do not refute 
the idealistic v1//iána-vüáda of Asanga and Vasubandhu 
(middle of the 4th century A. D.). But, according to 
Vatsyayana and  Vácaspatimiéra, the Nyàya-sütra 
IV. 2.26 refutes the vijfidna-vdda. lt should also be 
remembered here that the fanya-vdda and vijfíàna-váda 
doctrines were not introduced in the world for the first 
time by Nagarjuna and Asanga and Vasubandhu and 
that, before these Buddhist teachers, these old doctrines 
had been in existence for a long time. Even if this 
line of argument adopted by Jacobi should be accepted 
as satisfactory, it does not touch the VaiSesika-sttras; 
and if the obverse of this argument were to be applied 
to these sütras, the logical result would be that they 
should be held to be pre-Buddhistic, Kautaliya Artha- 
$üstra mentions the types of thought comprising 
Gnviksiki in the statement:—Sdmkhyam ४०५० lokdya- 
tam ce!ydnviksi (Vol. I. page 27, Trivandrum edi- 
tion). Though the date of the Kautaliya is not yet 
finally settled, the general trend of well-informed and 
unprejudiced opinion among Indian and alien Indo- 
logists is in favour of assigning that great work to 304 
B.C. In this extract from the Kautaliya, there is no 
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specific mention of Nyaya or Vaisegika as such. Atten- 
tion is drawn by Ui and Randle to noteworthy cases of 
parallelism between the Vaisesika-sütras and Ny&ya- 
sutras, in which it would be more reasonable to say that 
the former sütras were used in the composition of the 
latter (See Uis *Vaisesika philosophy’, Introduction, 
page 16, note 1; and Randle’s ‘Indian Logic in the 
Early Schools’, Introduction, page 7, note 1). There is 
evidence to show that the sixth Jaina schism (18 A.D.) 
presupposes the Vai$egika redaction (Uis ‘VaiSe- 
sika philosophy’, Introduction, page 34). Chiefly, on 
these grounds, it is surmised by several scholars that 
the Vai$egika-sütras should have been redacted in the 
pre-Christian era, subsequent to 300 B. C.; and that 
the Nyaya-sutras should have been redacted about the 
time of Nagarjuna and Deva, between 150 and 250 
A, D. may be inferred from the fact that the sütras 
2,2.17—19 seem to presuppose the refutatory comments 
in Nàgàrjuna's Vigralavyávariani on the realistic 
position regarding the relation between pramäāna and 
prameya (Uis VaiSesika Philosophy, Introduction 
pages 84 to 86). Randle concludes that the “Vaiée- 
sika and Nyaya were systematised between 200 B. C. 
and 200 A. D., the Vaisesika being the earlier of the 
two"; and that “the indications, such as they are, 
point tothe beginning of the first century A. D., as 
the latest date for the systematisation of the 
Vaisesika". — (Randle's ‘Indian Logic in the Early 
Schools’, Introduction, pages 16 and 17.) 


These conclusions, based as they are on good 
grounds as far as they go, would appear to require 
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reconsideration on a careful scrutiny of all the 
evidences available. That the redaction of the Nyaya- 
sütras presupposes that of the VaiSesika-sutras may be 
readily admitted. It is not easy to establish that the 
VaiSesika-stitras were redacted subsequent to 300 B, C., 
on the ground that the name Vaisesika is not contained 
in the extract from the Kautaliya quoted above. ‘Those 
who are sufficiently familiar with the use of the word 
yoga in its old sense of vaiSsesika, as it is found used, 
for instance, in Vatsyayana’s bhasya on 1.1.29, are not 
likely to consider it a strained interpretation to take the 
word yoga, as used in the Kautaliya, in the sense of 
vaisesika. In fact, according to Vācaspatimiśra’s 
Tatparyatika and the Bhdsyacandra on the bhasya 
on 1.1.29, the word yoga may be taken in the 
somewhat comprehensive sense of Nyaya, including 
the Vaisesika, the Nyaya being a philosophical 
school laying special stress upon yoga or yukti or 
reasoning (१०४० yukith pradhdnatayad vidyate yesam 
—Bhdsyacandra). Further, in the extract quoted 
above from the Kautaliya, scholars have generally 
overlooked one important point, to which sufficient 
prominence ought to be given in this connection, 
In chapter 2, the Vidyàsamudde$a section of the 
Kautaliya, the chief branches of knowledge (vidya), 
according to Kaufalya, are stated at the outset. 
These are four:—ünviksik? (logic and philosophy), 
trayi (the Vedic religion and philosophy of dharma and 
adharma), vàrtà (the economic science and philosophy 
of wealth) aud danganiti (the science and philosophy 
of polity). Then there is a reference to the view of 
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the Manavas (Manu's disciples or ancient legislators), 
according to which Gnviksiki should be regarded as a 
special part of trayī. This view, it may be noted, is 
consistent with the spirit of the Vedic and Upanisadic 
age, when logic (Nyaya) had not yet been disentangled 
from its applications to Vedic religion and philosophy, 
Theré isalso a further reference to the materialistic 
doctrine of the Carvakas (the followers of Brhaspati), 
that /rayi (including dnvikstki) is only a pretension or 
imposture of one who knows the ways of the world and 
that only vàrià and dandaniti should be reckoned with 
as the two real vidyds. The followers of Usanas (the 
teacher of the Asuras) are afterwards referred to as 
recognising only one vidyd—viz,, the dandaniti. At the 
end of this chapter, Kautalya reiterates his views about 
the four branches of learning and explains their nature 
and aim. Inthe concluding para of this chapter, he 
makes two important observations. One is to the 
effect that Gnviksiki consists of Sàmkhya, Yoga and 
Lokayata, The other is that dnviksiki is helpful to the 
world through its ratiocinative process in the investiga- 
tion of the soundness or unsoundness of the conclu- 
sions and doctrines of the different branches of know- 
ledge. 


Sdmkhyam १०४० lokdyatam cetyanviksiki. Dher- 
müdharmas Irayyam. Arthünarthau vartayam. Balábale 
caitasam heiubhiranviksamand anviksiki lokasyopaka- 
roli; vyosane abhyudaye ca bwddhimavasthapayati; 
frajfiávàkyakriyüávaisárad yam ca karoti. 

R 
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Prodipah sarvavidydndm wpdyah sarvakarmandn 

Asrayah sar: atharmdndm sasvaddnviksiki matal) 

(Pages 27 and 28 of Vol. I of the Kautaliya, 
Trivandrum edition. ) 


It is evident here that Ka'taliya elucidates the two 
meanings of the term @nviksikl. One is the general 
:sense, philosophical enquiry or philosophy. in this 
:sense, it is used in the first sentence of the above ex- 
tract. As already pointed out, the word yogah in this 
sentence refers to the VaiSesika logic; cr even if it be 
taken inthe special sense of the yoga discipline of Patan- 
jali's system, the word lokdyata does not refer to the 
materialism of the Carvakas, but very probably it refers 
to the logic of the Vai$esgika and Nyasa in its secular- 
ised form and as disentangled from its Vedic associa- 
tions. It should be noted here that the view of the 
Carvaka materialist is separately mentioned in a pre- 
vious part of the same chapter and Kautalya rejects it 
and is not prepared to bring the Car\ aka doctrine under 
any recognised vidyd or branch of learning. Vatsyi- 
yana, in the concluding part of his bhàsya on 1-1, 
amplifies the second sense of the word dnviks#ki, t.e.— 
s logic which investigates by means of rationalistic 
methods’ (hetubhiranvibsamánd) and gives Kautalya's 
verse quoted above, with its last quarter modified as 
« yidyoddese prakiriità". Itis quite clear from this 
amended quarter of the verse, as given by Vatsyayana, 
that he is quoting from the v idyásamuddefa section of 
the Kautaliya. Itis hardly necessary to point out that 
a careful consideration of the above extract from the 
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Kautaliya in comparison with its striking parallel in 
Vatsyayana’s bhasya on 1.1.1 would make it very difi- 
cult to believe that dnvikstki, in the sense of ‘system of 
logic’, was not presupposed by the Arthasdstra of 
Kautalya. Further, a careful consideration of the ex. 
tract from Nagarjuna’s Vigrahavyāvartanī, which Uj 
gives in pages 84 and 85 of his introduction to the 
‘Vaisesika philosophy’, in comparison with its parallel in 
the Nyaya-su.ras 2.2.17—19, would tend to show that 
Nagarjuna is presupposing these sütras and refuting 
the view embodied in them, rather than support Ui's 
inference in the reverse direction. Pataíijali, at the end 
of his bidsya on Panini’s 3.2.123, remarks—“Other 
thinkers hold that there is nothing known as the 
present time" ( Apara dha—ndsti vartamanah kala iti) 
and gives five verses in support of this view. This 
portion of the Mahabhasya closes with the remark 
* Another thinker holds that there is such a thing as 
the present time, and it is not perceived in the same 
way as the Sun's motion is not perceived" (Apara dha 
—asti variamánah kêlah) and supports this view with 
one verse. Between this portion of the Mahabhasya 
and the Nyaya-sttras 2.1.40—44, there is a striking 
parallelism, which none can miss, A careful consider- 
ation of these two texts would lead to the impression 
that Patafijali is here using not only the ideas in the 
Nyaya-sutras referred to, but also the phraseology in 
those sütras, in his characteristically graphic narrationof 
of a discourse between two imaginary dialogists. All 
these considerations may reasonably lead to the 
conclusion that the Vaisesika-stttras and the Nydya- 
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sutras were redacted between the middle of the fourth 
century and second century B. C., perhaps towards the 
end of the fourth century B. C., the Vaisesika-stitras 
being earlier than the Nyàaya-sütras. 


SECTION IV 


THE NAMES VAISESIKA AND NYAYA; THE NATURE, 
AIM AND SCOPE OF THE TWO SYSTEMS 


It is generally accepted that the names Vaisesika- 
darsana and Nydya-darsana are based upon the terms— 
vi$esa and »yàya. Itis not possible now to ascertain 
exactly what these two terms  signified to the early 
exponents of these two systems, who were responsible 
for devising and introducing these two names. Accor- 
ding to an old tradition recorded by the Chinese Bud- 
dhists—Ci-tsdn (549-623 A.D.) and Kwhéi-ci (632- 
682 A. D.), Kanada’s work came to be called the Vai- 
§eSaka-Sdstra, since it excelled works of the other 
systems, more especially the Sarmkhya and it was diffe- 
rentiated from them, the term vaisSesika being taken in 
the sense of ‘superior to’ or ‘distinct from’, (See Ui's 
V atsestka Philosophy—pp. 3 to 7). Indian tradition is 
in favour of connecting the name Vatsestka with the 
doctrine of specialities (०४४८३०८), visesa being regarded 
as the distinctive category of the Vatsesika scheme of 
categories. The VaiSesika-sttra—1.1.4—-which practi- 
cally represents the beginning of Kanada’s sutras, lays 
special emphasis, not upon any of the categories, but 
upon 'the comprehension of truth through similarities 
and  dissimilarities' (sadha:ymyavaidharmyabhyàm 
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fattvajiidnam )—upon the striking out of the one in the 
many; and this amounts to an unmistakable stress on 
‘the analytic or inductive method of philosophical 
reasoning’. Gautama’s Nydya-darsana took its name 
from nydya, which means ‘the synthetic or deductive 
method of  syllogistic demonstration’, ^ Gautama's 
system lays particular stress on the synthetic method 
of syllogistic reasoning. One of the earlier mea- 
nings of the term nyaya is ‘exegetic principle or 
maxim’; and after logical reasoning had been 
released from Vedic exegesis, the term nyapa 
developed the specialised sense of syllogistic reasoning. 
The appropriateness of using the term wyàya, in this 
specialised sense, as the name of Gautama’s system lies 
not only in the historical connection between the Nyaya 
and Mimarhsa systems; but it lies also in the fact that 
the term nyadya means illustration or example and that 
example (uddharana) is the most important of the five 
members constituting Gautama's syllogistic expression. 
Thus it may be seen that the names vaisesika and nyàya 
may be connected with the two aspects of sound reaso- 
ning—the analytic or inductive aspect which mounts 
up from particulars (vifesa) to the general or universal 
(samanya) and the synthetic or deductive aspect which 
moves on from the universal -(sdmdnya) to the parti- 
culars (०7४००). In these logical notions, it would be 
in keeping with the history of Indian philosophical 
thought to recognise the basis of the names, vaifegtka ' 
and nyàya, rather than in the ontological doctrines of 
atomism and pluralistic realism. This would account 
better for the way in which the interrelation of the 
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VaiSesika and the Nyaya came to be conceived of as 
two sister systems in spite of their differences on the 
metaphysical side. 


The Vaisesika and the Nyàya, in their early and 
later phases, are not restrictcd in their scope and aim 
to logic in a narrow sense. Like other Indian systems, 
these two form selt-contained philosophical disciplines 
of a complex character, witb a distinctive central theme 
correlated to their special goal. The final cessation of 
all miseries (apavarga) is the goal of the VaiSesika 
and the Nyāya. The Vai$cgika stresses the analytical 
side of rea oning and furnishes the metaphysical back- 
ground and the inductive basis of the Nyaya system. 
With the VaiSesika material, suitably modified in minor 
details, the Nyaya builds up a complete system of 
epistemology and logic, combined to some extent with 
psychology, ethics, ontology and religion. Such a 
mixed composition of Indian philosophical systems is 
due not to any lack of appreciation of differences of 
value in different things, but rather to the cultural 
outlook of india, which is dominated by an intense 
desire to synthesise all the departments of knowledge 
in a scheme ot progressive realisation of life's ends 
culminating in final emancipation (Mukti) conceived 
of asthe summum bonum. Methodical reasoning, 
involving a critical investigation of knowledge got 
through perceptual experience and verbal testimony, 
t.e., anviksd, with the help of the five-membered scheme 
of syllogistic expression (nyadya or pavicdvayavavakya), 
forms the distinctive contribution of the Nyaya to phi 
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lo:ophical thou: ht, Since its first redaction, the Nyàya 
system has permanently secured for itself a position of 
importance in the Hindu scheme of Vedic religion ard 
philosophy, chiefly bv the ancillary role which it has 
assumed in its relation to the Veda; and if the Vaisesika 
also is given a place among the dsi:ka systems, it is due 
mainly to its fraterrity with ih. Nava. Gokulanatha, 
a Naiyayika of the 16h century A.D, suggests in his 
philosophical drama, c.lled Amriodaya, that Anvikstki 
isthe amaz nian conmander-in-«hiei of Sruti —the 
empress ruling over the empire of knowledge ard 
emancipation. This poetic represer tation. would be 
very helpfulin appreciating the exact position of the 
Nyàya-vaisegika system in the scheme of dstzha schcols 
of philosophy. 


SECTION V 


SYNCRETISM AND SYNTHESIS 


It has now become usual among modern scholars, 
when speaking about the historical development of tle 
Vai$ g ka and N. aya systems, to refer to. the tendency 
to syncretism in these two schouls. In chapter LI, part 
I of *Intian Logic aid Atomism", Dr. Keith dwells 
upon what he describes as “the syncretism of the 
schools" and the *syncretist school", Syncretism, in 
its strict sense, means the tendency to reconcile and 
blend two opposing and irreconcilable systeins, by 
minimising diffcrences, In this sense, it would be 
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correct to speak about syncretism inthe Vaišesika and 
Nyàya only with reference to their condition before 
their redaction into sütras, and even then, with due 
reservations. It may be said that, in the pre- Buddhi- 
stic age, rationalistic thinking came to have a schis- 
matic split which resulted in two opposing types of 
rationalistic thought, one linking itself with Vedic 
tradition and the other antagonising it. As already 
pointed out at page xi-supra, a rapprochement was 
effected between these two types of thought; and as a 
result of this, the VaiSeSika and Nyàya arose in the 
form of two sister schools. The tendency which led to 
the first redaction of these two schools ina fraternal 
relation may be appropriately described as syncretism, 
Since their definite emergence as two distinct and allied 
systems about the fourth century B. C. to this day, the 
Vaisesika and Nyàya have been treated as sister 
schools, fundamentally agreeing with each other in 
respect of important metaphysical and logical doctrines 
and persistently showing some comparatively minor 
differences; and in this condition, they were never 
regarded as opposing schools and it would not be quite 
accurate to speak of syncretism in them, in the strict 
sense of the term, In the somewbat larger sense, 
however, of synthesis, one may well speak of 
syncretism in these two sister schools from and after 
their first redaction. In the history of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika system, the VaiSesika and Nyàya schools 
were never regarded as rival sehools. Nor were their 
differences ever forgotten: and till recently, separate 
Nyaya and VaiSesika treatises continued to be written. 
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In fact, even as late as in the seventeenth century A, D., 
separate handbooks dealing with the VaiSesika 
doctrines, like Gangadharastri’s Kanadasiddhanta- 
candrika (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series No. XXV), 
were written. It should be remembered here that 
Aksipada-Gautama, effected the momentous synthesis 
between the i’ ductive (VaiSesika) and deductive 
(uv yaya) types of rationalistic thinking, in his doctrine 
of five-membered syllogi-tic expression (nydyaprayoga) 
hinging upon the example (uddharana) as the central 
member. The Nyáàya ontology is built upon the atomic 
theory and pluralistic realism of the Vai$eska, The 
Nyàya epistemology, with its fourfold scheme of 
pramanas is distinctly Pro-V edic; and in this respect, it 
shows a sharp contrast with the VaiSesika scheme of 
pramdnas which consists of perception and inference 
and which betrays anti-Vedic leanings. Such points 
of contrast have only led to Vai$esik4 gradually losing 
its hold and influence. Indian philosophical tradition 
recognises three important pairs of allied systems 
(samanatantrànt)—viz., the Samkhya and Yoga, the 
V aisesika and Nyàya, and the Mimdmsé and Vedanta. 
Vatsyayana, in his bhasya on the Nyaya-sutra (1.1.22), 
speaks of the V’aisesika and the N yaya as sanidnatanira, 
It is noteworthy that, while the SdmBhya and Yoga, 
and the Mimamsa and Vedanta grew as two pairs of 
allied systems, the Vaisesita and Nyàya came to be 
more closely knit together and grew as twin systems, 
chiefly as a result of the complete synthesis which the 
Nyaya effected in its logical method. 


SECTION VI 
AFTER THE SUTRAS TO UDAYANA 


The extant early works, forming the has'c source- 
books of the Vai$esika system, are Kanaàda's sutras 
and Pragastapada’s Puadarthadharmasamgraha, better 
known under the name of Prasastapadabhàsya. Accord- 
to Udayanácárva's Kirundrali, as interpreted by 
Padmanabhamiéra in his Kiranávalibhüskara (Benares 
Sinskrit Series, Karandzali, page 5), Pra$astaráda's 
Paddrthadharmasanigraha is a comprehensive epiteme 
of the Vais s ka system which presupposes an extensive 
Vaisesika-bhis a. known as Rāvaņa-bhāsya and attri- 
buted to an ancient philosopler called Ravana. At 
page 2/8 of the manuscript of the commentary called 
the Prakatarthavivarana on Samkara’s Brahmasita- 
bhàsya, preserved in the Government Oriental Marus- 
cripts Library, Madras, Ravana’s bAásva on the Vai e- 
sika-sütras is cited. (See p. 491 of Pt. of the edition 
of this work in the Madras University Sanskrit Series). 
Prakatürthavivarana is earlier than 13th century A. D. 
An interesting confirmation of the tradition about 
Kàvona-bhàsyd is contained in the vishambha to the 
fifth Act of the Anarghardghava (Nirnayasagara 
edition, page 161). There is evidence to show that 
this drama must be earlier than the latter part of the 
ninth century A.D. In this connection, attention 
is invited to my paper on the Rdvaya-bhasya, 
which appears in volume IIl of the Journal of Oriental 
Reseaici, Madras, pages 1 to5. In this paper, it is 
indicated that it may not be unreasonable to conjecture 
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that the Ravana-bhdsya was perhaps dominated by 
atheistic and pro- Buddhistic proclivities, such as were 
quite in keeping with the text of the VaiScsika-sütras 
and with the spirit of the tradition characterising the 
Vaiéésikas as ardhaz ainásibas (semi-nihilists), while 
the work of PraSastapada gave a theistic turn to the 
VaiSesika system and presented its doctrines in an anti- 
Buddhistic dsttka setting. There is conclusive proof 
to show that PraSastapada should be earlier than 
Uddyotakara, the author of the Nyd\avartika, who 
flourished in the latter part of the sixth or the begin- 
ning of the seventh century A. D. Professor Ui, in his 
introduction to the ‘Vaisestka Philosophy’, draws atten- 
tion to the evidences showing that PraSastapada should 
be earlier than Puramartha and Dharmanala. Though 
Keith emphatically asserts in his ‘Indian Logic ond 
Alomism’ that Pra$astapada's indebtedness to Dignaga 
is undoubted, it must be said that PraSastapada’s debt 
to Dignaga has not yet been proved. If, onthe other 
hand, PraSastapada could be taken to be presupposed 
by Vatsyayana on the ground relied upon by Mr. Bodas 
in his introduction to the Tar:asar:graka (Bombay 
Sanskrit series, No. LV.), Dignaga, who presupposes 
Vatsyayana, must be later than Pragastapada. The 
two most authoritative commentaries on Prasasta- 
pada’s Bhasya are Sridhara's Kandali and Udayana- 
carya’s Kiranávali Sridhara’s date is given as 991 
A. D. in his Kandali and Udayana’s date is given as 
984 A.D. in one of his works—La’sandvali. Sri- 
dhara's reputation is restricted to his VaiSesika work ; 
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but Udayana holds a far higher place in Indian philo- 
sophy and he is held in high esteem as the Nyayacarya 
par excellence, 

The extant basic works of Nyaya are Gautama’s 
Nyáya-sütras, the Nyàya-bhàsya by Vatsyayana, other- 
wise known as Paksilasvamin, and the Nyaya-vartika 
by Uddyotakara. In the Nyàya-vàrtika and other 
works, there is sufficient evidence to show conclusively 
that Dignaga, the famous Buddhistic logician, adverse- 
ly criticised the Nyàya-bhàágya. Vasubandhu, the 
famous teacher of Dignàga, criticised Nyàya-sütras 
and the Nyaya-bhasya does not reply to Vasubandhu's 
criticisms. From these facts, it would be reasonable 
to conclude that the Nyaya-bhasya is earlier than about 
the middle of the fourth century A. D, which is the 
date for Vasubandhu. Vatsyayana suggests alternative 
interpretations to some of the sütras, as, for instance, 
in his Bhasya on 1.1.5. This may lead to the inference 
that Vatsyayana wrote his Bhasya, long after the 
Sttrakara, perhaps at a time when the meaning of some 
of the sütras had already become a matter for specu- 
lation. There has been some controversy among scho- 
lars as to whether there was any commentary on the 
Nyaya-sutras before Vatsyayana, and whether the 
aphoristic statements, which the Bhasyakara introduces. 
in the course of his exposition, are really quotations 
from some earlier commentary on the sütras. Professor 
Windisch and several others are inclined to think that 
such aphoristic statements are citations from an earlier 
commentary. Professor Randle discusses this question 
in his recent work “Indian Logic in the Early Schools" 
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(pages 19 to 24) and concludes that these aphoristic 
statements are not citations from any author but should 
be viewed as forming “ the heritage of the schcol and 
as carrying an authority only less than that of the 
sütras themselves". Indian tradition, however, is 
wholly against any speculation of this kind in regard to 
to the aphoristic statements in the Bhisya above re- 
ferred to. In Sastra literature, more especially in old 
works like the Bhásyas on the various systems, it is a 
common stylistic device to put forward a main thesis 
or argument in the form of a terse aphoristic statement 
and amplify it in an expository note. Several old 
Bhásyakàras have adopted this device and hundreds of 
instances can be given from the Mahabhdsya of Patan- 
jali and Sankara’s Bhigyas on the Brhadáranyakopani- 
sad and the Brahma-sttras. In fact, the aphoristic 
statements which Vatsyayana makes at the beginning of 
his expository sections form integral parts of Vatsya- 
yana’s own composition; and it would be as absurd to 
ascribe such statements to any author different from 
Vàtsyáyana, as it would be to ascribe the aphoristic 
statement, “Since there is no difference from cattle and 
other lower animals" in Sankara’s Bhisya on the 
Brahma-sütras (paSuddibhiscdviSesdt-1.1.1) to some 
author different from the Bhàsyak&ra, who amplified 
that statement in the following expository paragraph 
beginning with the words “yatha hi pasvadayah’’, 
Students of Indian logic will do well to remember that 
Vatsyayana is the earliest known writer who drew 
pointed attention to the reason why Gautama’s Nyaya 
came to be regarded as the science of epistemology 
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and logic (Pramanasdstra, Anviksiki or Nydya-Sastra). 
It is worth remembering, in this connection, that 
Vatsyayana indicates in the very first sentence of his 
Bhasya how valid thinking (framd) and fruitful doing 
(arthakriyà) serve as each other's axle in each other's 
wheelings and how they constitute real living with all 
its complexity in the pluralistic universe of the Nyà- 
ya-Vaisesika realism. It is also worth noting that it is 
Vatsyayana who first explained how the entire epistemo- 
logical scheme of Pramanas could be synthesised in a 
valid syllogistic expression, (vide pages 30 to 42 of his 
Bhasya on 1.1.1, Chaukhamba edition) and how, for 
this reason, logic proper justly came to exercise a pro- 
found influence over the whole realm of philosophical 
thought in India. 


About the end of the sixth century A.D., or in the 
former half of the seventh century, Uddyotakara wrote 
his Nydya-vartika, the earliest extant commentary on 
the Nyàya-bhàsya, Some scholars like Dr. Keith 
maintain that Uddyotakara was a contemporary of the 
Buddhistic logician Dharmakirti. Hiuen-tsang (629- 
645 A. D.) does not speak of Dharmakirti, while I-tsing 
(671-695 A. D.) refers to him. The reference in the 
Nydya-vartika to a Vàda-vi1hi (page 117, line 21, 
Chaukhamba edition) is the only argument relied upon 
for showing that Uddyotakara is not earlier than Dhar- 
makirti. This argument assumes that Dharmakirti is 
the author of the àda-vi4hi, Sufficient evidence has 
not been adduced in support of the view that the Vdda- 
vidhi is one of Dharmakirti's works. Chinese tradition 
definitely lends support to the identification of the 
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Vàda-vidhi with one of Vasubandhu's works, Further, 
in the Vàrtika on 1.1.4, Dignàga's definition of percep- 
tion is criticised; and it is generally accepted by Brah- 
manical and Buddhistic authorities alike that Dharma- 
kirti was responsible for the introduction of the addi- 
tional word abhrénia in that definition, chiefly with a 
view to meeting the objections raised by Uddyotakara 
against it. These considerations tend to show that it 
would be reasonable to assign Uddyotakara to the end 
of the sixth or the beginning of the seventh century 
A.D. and to assign Dharmakirti to about the third 
quarter of the seventh century A.D. Uddyotakara’s 
great service to Nyáya consists in his successful en- 
deavour to lift it up from the slough into which it was 
thrown by Dignaga’s confutation of Vàtsyáyana's 
Bhasya. After Uddyotakara, the philosophical contest 
between the anti-Vedic and pro-Vedic sides of the 
Nyaya thought was keenly carried on by great 
Buddhistic logicians like Dharmakirti, Dharmottara 
and Ratnakirti and eminent Brahmanical logicians like 
Vacaspatimisra, Javantabhatta, Bhasarvajfia and 
Udayana. Vacaspati bas himself given 841 A, D. as 
the date of the composition of his index to Gautama’s 
sūras, called Nydya-sici-nibandha, Vacaspati is 
famous for his polymathic learning and dispassionate 
philosophical outlook, He isthe author of many im- 
portant and authoritative treatises, mainly in the nature 
of expository and critical commentaries, on almost all 
the systems of Indian philosophy. His Brahmatativa- 
samiksü on  Mandanami$ra's Brahmasiddhi and 
Bhémati on Sankara’s Brahmasitra-bhagya represent 
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the Advaita system; his Sdrmikhya-tattvakaumudi and 
Yoga-bhásya-vaifüradi represent the Sarhkhya-Yoga 
system; and his Nyéya-sici-nibandha and Nydya- 
vdriska-tdtparya-jikd represent the Nyàya system. 
There is evidence to show that Bhdmati should have 
been his latest work. In his Nydya-varttka-tatparya- 
fikg, he renders intelligible the difficult portions of the 
Nyaya-vartika and incidentally discusses several obs- 
cure portions of the Nyaya-bhasya and the Nyàya- 
sutras, in accordance with the Nyaya tradition handed 
down to him by his Nyaya teacher—Trilocana. For 
the monumental contribution which he made to Nyàya 
in his Tátparya-tiká, he came to be known as the 
Tatparyacarya in Nyaya literature, He justly claims, 
in his Tdtparya-tikd, special credit for having re- 
deemed from oblivion Uddyotakara's work, which 
came to be regarded very old and nearly forgotten in 
the ninth century A. D. Jayantabhatta, who presup- 
poses Vacaspati in his work and refers to Ananda- 
vardhana's DAvanyáloka (Vide page 48 lines 21 to 
25, Nyayamafijari, Benares), should be taken to be 
later than the middle of the ninth century A.D.; and 
with the help of the particulars furnished by Jayanta’s 
son, Abhinanda, in the Kddambarikathàsára, Jayanta 
may be assigned to the third quarter of the ninth cen- 
tury A. D. Jayanta’s chief contribution to Nyáya is his 
Nyayamatfijari, This work is of the nature of an 
elaborate uriti (expository gloss) on select sutras of 
Gautama, Jayanta himself says that the Nyàya-mafi- 
jari was so well appreciated by his contemporaries that 
he came to be recognised as the Vrtti-kara of Nyàya. 
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Bhasarvajfia, who flourished perhaps about the begin- 
ning of the tenth century A.D., is the author of an im- 
portant Nyàya work called Nyàya-sára; and the dis- 
tinctive feature of this work is its epistemology which 
deviates in certain respects from established Nyaya 
tradition, as for instance, in discarding wpamdána as a 
distinct Pramana and in recognising six hetvabhdsas 
including anadhyavasita. Udyanacarya is the greatest 
Naiyàyika of the tenth century A.D. At the end of 
one of his works, Laksandvali, he has given 984 A.D. 
as the date of its composition. Besides his erudite 
commentaries on Pra$astapada's Bhasya and Vàcas- 
pati’s Tdatparya-tikd—Kirandvali and Tdtparya-pari- 
Suddht he wrote three important Nyaya works— 
the Prabodhasiddhi, otherwise called NydyapartSista, 
the Atma-tattva-viveka, otherwise called Bauddha- 
dhikkdra and the Nyaya-kusumüáfijali. The first of 
these three works contains an elucidative and illustra- 
tive exposition of the subtleties of jdti (futile respon- 
dence) and migrahasthdna (vulnerable points) in ac- 
cordance with the dialectics of early Nyàya. The 
Atma-tativa-viveka is a brilliant exposition of the 
Nyàya metaphysics with particular reference to the 
Nyàya conception of the self (siva) and contains a 
forcible refutation of the Buddhistic doctrines of 
momentariness (ksana-bhanga) and voidness (Sénya), 
The Kusumanjali is Udayana's masterpiece. It is 
devoted toa refutation of the anti-theistic theories 
maintained by the Vedistic, Sarmkbya, nihilistic and 
naturalistic schools of his age and to the amplification 
and vindication of the Nyaya theism, chiefly on the 
C 
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basis of the creationistic view of causation. Udayana’s 
theistic argument consists of two main parts:—one part 
arguing towards values, design and causation in the 
sense Of creation and the other part arguing to God 
from values, design and creation. His monumental 
contribution to Indian theism has secured for him the 
high rank of Nyàyácàrya. From the references given 
on page 21 of the Sanskrit introduction to the Kandal 
(Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series), it may be safely con- 
cluded that Udayana was a contemporary of Sridhara. 


SECTION VII 
AFTER UDAYANA TO ÁNNAMBIHATTA 


Sivadityamisra’s Sapiapaddrthi is a short and sim- 
ple manual setting forth the essentials of the VaiSesika 
system chiefly in accordance with Prasastapada’s 
Bhisya. It also makes use of the Nyaya material in 
Bhasarvajiia’s Nydya-sdra, to some extent. Sivaditya’s 
text giving his scheme of six fallacious types of 
probans with anadhyavasita corresponding to asddhd- 
rana (uncommon probans) as a distinct type, is practi- 
cally a reproduction of the corresponding text of 
Bhasarvajfia. (Compare page 23, Saptapadarthi— 
Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, with page 25 in the 
Nydyasdra—Poona Oriental Book Agency). A 
careful comparison of Sivaditya’s Saptapaddrthi 
with Udayana’s Kirandvali would lead one to believe 
that the Sabtapadarthi utilised the material in 
the Kirandvali. For instance, the definition of dark- 
ness on page 71 of Saptapadárihi appears to presuppose 
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Udayana's remarks about darkness on pages 111 and 
112 of the Kirandvali (Bibliotheca Indica) ; the defini- 
tion of sats on page 70 of the Saptapaddrthi appears to 
presuppose Udayana's enumeration of jatibddhakas on 
page 161 of the Kiranávali and the definition of laksana 
(definition) found on page 192 of the Kirandvali is 
reproduced on page 35 of the Saptapadarthi. Sriharsa, 
the author of the Khandanakhandakhddya, and 
GangeSa, the author of the Tat/vacintamant, undoubt- 
edly refer to Sivaditya. (Vide introduction to the 
Saptapadarthi—page 2.) On these grounds, it would 
not be unreasonable to assign the Saptapadarthi to the 
eleventh century A. D. (circa). The importance of 
the Saptapadarthi lies in the fact that later writers 
like Annambhatta used itas their model for their 
primers of Nyàya, as may be unmistakably made out 
from the close correspondence between several portions 
in the Saptapuddarihi and primers like the Tarka- 
sanigraha., 

The greatest Nyaya work, which was written after 
Udayana, is the TZattvacintàmani by GangeSopadhyaya. 
In this monumental work, GangeSa utilised all the con- 
structive, expositary, critical and polemical material in 
the earlier works on Nyaya and Vaisegika and gave the 
final shape and turn to the logic and metaphysics of 
Nyàya. In treating the various topics of Nyaya, the 
earlier writers usuaily adopted the categoristic method, 
which was inaugurated by Gautama. This method as 
expounded by Vatsyayana, consists in enumeration and 
classification (udde$a and vibhdga), definition (laksana), 
careful investigation and discussion (fariksd), Varada- 
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raja’s Tarkikaraksd (1100 A. D, circa) is the latest im- 
portant work on Nyàya, which adopts the old catego- 
ristic method in accordance with the Nyàya-sütras and 
Bhàsya. It was Gañgeša who replaced this old method 
by what may be described as the epistemological method 
or the ramdna method, which definitely shifted the 
emphasis from the categoristic treatment of the topics 
(padarthàh) of Nyàya to the epistemological treat- 
ment of the four means of valid cognition (pramanàmni) 
recognised by the Naiyàyikas. Thus, the Nyaya-sastra 
which had remained hitherto a mere padértha-Sastra, 
for all practical purposes, was turned into a full-fledged 
pramdna-Sdstrain Gange$a's Tattvacintamani; and in 
this partly lies the epoch-making character of this 
monumental work on Nyàya. That the Tativacintamant 
Serves as the basic work on which the whole literature 
of what is commonly known as mavya-nyáya (modern 
Nyàya) rests is also another reason for regarding it as 
an epoch-making work. The Tattvacintàmani, or the 
Mani asitis popularly known, consists of four main 
divisions represented by the four chapters (landa) on 
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumüna), assimi- 
lation in the sense of analogising (upamdna), and 
verbal testimony (Sabda). In the course of an elabo- 
rate elucidation and discussion of the nature and ob- 
jective reach and content of these four Praminas, the 
relevant topics of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system are con- 
sidered in the Mani in comparison with the kindred 
topics of other philosophical systems. The language 
of Gañgeša's Mani is also of an epoch-making type. 
Such of the modern students of Nyaya literature as are 
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not equipped with the required control over the termi- 
nology of navya-nydya are apt to indulge in the ill- 
conceived criticism that the language of the Mant and 
the connected works is spoiled by a huge over-growth 
of inflated and hair-splitting logic-chopping. The key 
to navya-nyāya is its terminology. Those who have 
controlled this terminology are sure to find in the Mant 
and allfed works a discipline of unique subtlety and 
value. The history of philosopbical thought shows 
that lack of precision in expression seriously hampers 
its progress. In Indian thought, this defect was sought 
to be remedied by Naiyàyikas like Gangesopadhyaya 
through several thought-measuring devices, which 
chiefly consisted of formulas in Sanskrit constructed 
with the aid of terms like avacchedaka (the delimitor), 
avacchedya (the delimited), nirapaka (co-forming), 
nirüpya (co-formed), anuyogin (containing correlate) 
and pratijogin (the other correlate or counter-corre- 
late). All the Indien dialecticians, who wrote after 
Gangesopadhyaya, were influenced by the thought- 
measuring formulas used by GangeSa. By using suclt 
formulas, it was possible for later dialectics in Indian 
philosophical literature to achieve a remarkable degree 
of quantitative precision in measuring the extent 
(temporal and spatial), content and intent (purpose 
and potency) of cognition (ñana). 

Gan geSa quotes Sriharsa (the Khandanakdra) 
and refutes his view (page 233 of the Mami—anu- 
mana, Bibliotheca Indica). There is sufficient evidence 
in favour of assigning Sriharsa to 1136 A. D. circa, 
Paksadharamiéra, otherwise known as Jayadeva, wrote 
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a commentary called Aloka on the Mant. This Jaya- 
deva is believed to be identical with Jayadeva, the 
author of the Prasannardghava. A verse from this 
drama (kadali kadali etc., I. 37) is quoted in the 
Sahityadarpana, as pointed out by Mr. P. V. Kane in 
his introduction to the latter work, Thus Paksadhara- 
mi$ra, alias Jayadeva, must have been considerably 
earlier than the Sahityadarpana (1300 A. D. circa). 
These facts will show that it would not be reasonable 
to assign GangeSa to any date much earlier than 1200 
A. D. and that he may be assigned to the former half 
of the thirteenth century A.D. 


Vardhamanopadhyaya, the only son of Gangesa 
according to tradition, was also a reputed Naiyayika of 
this period. He wrote several learned and illuminating 
works, generally known as PrakdaSa, in the form of 
commentaries on Udayana’s treatises, Gangesa’s Mant 
and Vallabhacarya’s Nydyalildvati. Jayadeva’s pupil, 
Rucidatta, was a logician of considerable repute and 
was the author of a well-known commentary called 
Makaranda on Vardhamàna's Prakasa. 


The end of the fifteenth century, as also the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries, may well be described 
as marking the heyday of Nyàya dialectics in Nuddea 
(Navadvipa, Bengal). Vasudeva Sarvabhauma was 
the greatest Naiyayika who flourished about the end of 
the 15th and the earlier part of the 16th century. He 
had the unique privilege and glory of having taught 
Nyàya to four of the greatest personalities of the 16th 
century: v3z.—Caitanya, the greatest Vaisnava teacher 
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and reformer of Bengal in the 16th century; Raghu- 
natha, otherwise known as Tark¢ka-Siromars (the crest- 
jewel of all logicians); Raghunandana, a “famous 
Bengal lawyer; and Krsnananda, a reputed täāntrika, 
who was a great authority on the different forms and 
charms of the Sākta cult. Raghunatha (Tārkika-śiro- 
mant) was admittedly the greatest logician of the six- 
teenth century. He wrote several treatises on Nyáya, 
mostly in the form of commentaries and the greatest 
and the most famous of the works is the Didhiti, an 
expository and critical commentary on GangeSa’s Mani. 
Mathuranatha was the most famous of Raghunatha- 
Siromani’s pupils and wrote authoritative commentaries 
on the Mani and the Didhiti. Jagadisa and Gadadhara 
were the greatest exponents of navya-nydya as re- 
presented by the Mani and the Didhiti, and flourished 
in the earlier part of the seventeeth century. Jagadisa 
is famous as the author of the commentary on the 
Didhiti, popularly known as Jdégadisi, the Sabdasakti- 
prakdsiki—an independent treatise on the speculative 
Semantics of Nyaya, a short manual called the Tarkd- 
mria and a commentary called the Bhdsya-sikts on 
the Bhasya of PraSastapada. Gadadhara is famous as 
the author of the commentary, popularly known as the 
Gadadhari, on the Didhili, the commentary called the 
M itlagadádhari on portions of the Mani, commentaries 
on Udayana's Atmatattvaviveka, and fifty-two dialectic 
tracts and treatises—such as the P yutpattivada and 
and Saktivada (dialectic treatises onthe speculative 
Semantics of Nyàya). The more important works of 
Jagadisa and Gadadhara are still studied carefully by 
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those students who seek to specialise in navya-nydya 
and they are regarded as constituting an indispensable 
discipline of high value to every scholar who wishes to 
be recognised as a sound Sdstrin, The dialectic litera- 
ture of later Nyàya is a vast banyan tree, which had its 
roots struck deep and its huge trunk fully developed in 
Mithila in the Tativacintamani, had its immense 
branches and foliage stretched out and ramified in the 
Didhiti in Nuddea, and bore fruit in the rich fruitage 
of Jdgadisi and Gddddhari, which formed the colossal 
monument of Indian dialectics in the seventeenth 
century. If Raghunitha is regarded as the crest-jewel 
(Siromant) of logical dialecticians, Gadadhara may well 
be characterised as the prince of Nuddea dialecticians, 
who wears the diadem inlaid with this brilliant crest- 
jewel. 

Inthe latter part of the seventeenth century, the 
Nyaya scholars interested themselves chiefly in the 
interpretation of the earlier and later works on Nyàya 
and in the production of introductory hand-books. 
Three of such scholars may be mentioned here—Sari- 
kara-miSra, ViSvanatha-paficanana and Annambhatta, 
Sam kara-mi$ra wrote a commentary on the Jāgadīśi and 
a comprehensive comnientary called the Upaskdra on 
Kanada s sutras. ViSvanatha-paficinana wrote a com- 
mentary on the  Nyàya-sütras in 1634; and he is 
famous as the author of the popular hand-book of the 
Nyaya-VaiSesika system, called the Bhdasdpariccheda or 
Küarikávali, which consists of 168 easy verses. The 
Küriküvali is accompanied by the author's own com- 
mentary called the Nyàyasiddhàntamuktàvali, Accord- 
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ing to the traditional methods of study, the Muktavalt 
is widely studied by students of Nyàya, immediately 
after finishing the study of Annambhatta's Tarkasar- 
graha and Dipika. 


Annambhatta was an Andhra scholar who 
flourished in the latter part of the seventeenth century 
He wasa versatile scholar and a reputed polymath 
He wrote severallearned works on almost all the im- 
portant branches of Sàstraic learning. In this connec- 
tion, attention may be invited to some of Annam- 
bhatta's known works. In the sphere of Pūrva- 
mimarhsa and Vedanta, he is known as the author of 
the massive commentary called the Ranakojjivani on 
Bhatta Some$vara's Nyàya-sudhà, otherwise known as 
Ranaka, and of a commentary on the DBrahma-sütras. 
In Vyàkarana, he is famous as the author of an easy 
commentary on Panini’s Astadhyayi and of an exten- 
sive commentary called Uddyoiana on Kaiyata's 
Pradipa. Inthe sphere of the  Nyàya-Vaisesika 
system, he wrote a learned commentary called Sid- 
dhafijana on Jayadeva's Manydaloka, as also the most 
popular handbook of Indian logic called the Tarka- 
samgraha and its expository and supplementary gloss 
called the Dipikd. The name Tarkasarigraha is inter- 
preted by Annambhatta himself as a compendious 
elucidation of the nature of substance, qualities and 
such other ontological categories of the Vaisesika sys- 
tem, which are accepted by Nyàya, These two works 
—the Tarkasamgraha and the Dipikd—fulfil the object 
mentioned in the concluding verse of the Tarka 


II श्रीः ॥ 
॥ तकेसंग्रहः ॥ 
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PART Il 


TEXT 


प्रत्यक्षपरिच्छेदः 


1. निधाय gk विश्वशं विधाय गुरुवन्दनम्‌ । 
बालानां सुखबोषाय कियते IRAR: ॥ 


2, द्रव्य-्गुण-कर्म-सामान्य-विशेष-समवायामावाः सप 
पदाथोः ॥ 


3. (a) तत्र द्रव्याणि पृथिव्यप्‌-तेजो-वाग्वाकाञ्च-काल- 
दिग्‌-आत्म-मनांसि नवैव ॥ 


(b)  रूप-रस-गन्ध-स्पशे-संख्या-परिमाण-एथकत्व- 
संयाग-विमाग-परत्वापरत्व-गुरुत्व-द्रवत्वः खेद - शब्द - बुद्धि-सुख- 
दुःखेच्छा-देष-प्रयत्न-वमोधमे-सेस्काराः चतुर्विशतिगुणाः ॥ 

| (८) उत्क्षेपणावक्षेपणाकु्चन - प्रसारण-गमनानि 
पञ्च कमोणि ॥ 

(d) परम्‌ अपरं चेति द्विविषं सामान्यम्‌ ॥ 


(e) निलयद्रव्यवृत्तयो विशेषास्तु अनन्ता एव ॥ 
(f) समवायस्तु एक एव ॥ 


PRATYAKSA-PARICCHEDAH 
1. Nidhàya hrdi visvesam vidhdya guruvanda- 
nam| Bálànàm sukhabodhaya kréyate tar&asamgrahah| 


2. Dravya-guna-karma-sdmanya-visesa-samavayé- 
bhàvàh sapta padarthah. 


3. (a) Tatra dravyāņi prthivyap-tejo-véyvdkdsa- 
büla-dik-àtma-manámsi navaiva. 


(b) Rafpa-rasa-gandha-spar$a-sankhya-parimána- 
prthakiva-samyoga-vibhaga-paratva-aparaiva - gurutva- 
dravatva - sneha- $abda - Fuddhi - sukha-duhkha -éccha - 
dvesa-prayatna-dharmddharma-sams karah caturvimsatir 
gunah. 


(c) Utksepana - avaksepana - dBuficana-Prasá- 
rana-gamanāni Paiica karmani. 
(d) Param, aparam ceti 'vividham sdmanyam, 


= (e) Nityadravyavrttayo visesdstu ananta cva. 


(f) Samavàyastu eka eva, 
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(g) अमावः चतुर्विषः, प्रागमावः, प्रध्वसामावः, 
भत्यन्तामावः, अन्योन्यामावश्च इति ॥ 


तत्र गन्धवती पृथिवी । सा द्विविधा, नित्या 
अनित्या च । नित्या परमाणुरूपा | अनित्या कार्यरूपा । पुनः 
त्रिविधा, शरीरेन्द्रियविषयमेदात्‌ । शरीरमस्मदादीनाम्‌ | 
इन्द्रियं गन्धग्राइकं maa, तञ्च नासाग्रवर्ति । विषयो 
gagana: ॥ 


5. Maeda: आपः । ताः द्विविधाः, नित्याः 
अनित्या । नित्याः परमाणुरूपाः | अनित्याः कार्यरूपाः | 
पुनः त्रिविधाः, शरीरेन्द्रियविषयमेदात्‌ | शरीरं वरुणलोके | 
इन्द्रियं tamed रसनं जिद्वाम्रवर्ति | विषयः सरित्‌-समुद्रादिः ॥ 


6, उष्णस्पशीवत्‌ तेजः । तश्च RA, नित्यमनित्यं 
q । नि परमाणुरूपस्‌ । अनित्यं कार्यरूपम्‌ । पुनः त्रिविधं, 
्रीरिन्द्रियविषयमेदात्‌ | शरीरम्‌ आदित्यलोके प्रसिद्धम्‌ | 
TÊKA रूपग्राहकं चक्षुः Haas । विषयः चतुर्विधः, 
मौम-दिव्योदयाकरजभेदात्‌ | मौमं वद्वघादिकम्‌ | अबिन्धनं 
दिव्यं विशदादि | भुक्तस्य परिणामद्देतुरुद्यस्‌ । आकरजं 
सुवर्णादि ॥ 
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(g) Abhdvah caturvidhah, pragabhavah, pra- 
dhvamsabhavah, atyantabhavah, anyonyàábhàvasca itt. 


4. Tatra gandhavati prihivi. Sā dvividha, nitya, 
aniiyà ca. Nitya paramanurapa. Anityad kàryarüpa. 
Punah trividhg, farira-$ndriya-visaya-bhedát. Sariram 
asmadddindm, Indriyam gandhagrahakam ghranam, 
tacca ndsagravarti. Visayo mrtpasanddih. 


5, SitasparSavatyah apah. Tah dvividhah, nityah, 
anstydsca. Nitydh $aramünwrüpah. Amiyah karya- 
rapah. Punah trividháh, Sarira-tndriya-visaya-bhedat, 
Sariram varunaloke. Indriyam rasagrahakam rasanam 
Jihvágravarti, Visayah sarit-samudradih. 


6. Usnasparíavat  tejah. Tacca | dvividham, 
nityam anityam ca. Nityam paramánWrüpam, Anityam 
kāryarūpam. Punah trividham, Sarira-indriya-visaya- 
bhedat. Sariram ddityaloke prasiddham. Indriyam 
rapagrahakam caksuh krsnatérdgravarts. Visayah 
caturvidhah, bhauma - divya-udarya - dkaraja-bhedat, 
Bhaumarii vahnyddikam. Abindhanam divyem 
vidyudadi. Bhuktasya parinamaheiurudaryam. Akara- 
jam suvarndds. 


6 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC 


7. रूपरहितः wanara वायुः । स द्विविधः, नित्यः 
aan । नित्यः परमाणुरूपः | अनित्यः कार्यरूपः । पुनः 
त्रिविधः, शरीरेन्द्रियविषयभेदात्‌ | शारीरं वायुलोके | इन्द्रियं 
स्पर्शग्राहकं त्वक्‌ सर्वशरीरवर्ति | विषयो वृक्षादिकम्पनहेतुः | 
शरीरान्तःसंचारी वायुः प्राणः । स च एकोऽपि उपाधिमेदात्‌ 
ग्राणापानादिसंज्ञां लमते ॥ 

8. शब्दगुणकमाकाशम्‌ | तञ्च एकं, विभु, नित्यं च ॥ 

9. अतीतादिव्यवह्दरद्देतुः कालः | स च एको, विभुः, 
नित्यश्च ॥ 

10. ग्राच्यादिव्यवहारहदेतुः दिक्‌ । सा च एका, विभ्वी, 
नित्या च ॥ 

11. ज्ञानाषिकरणमात्मा, स द्विविधः, जीवात्मा 
परमात्मा चेति । तत्र इश्वरः सर्वज्ञः परमात्मा एक एव | 
जीवस्तु प्रतिशरीरं भिन्नो, विभुः, नित्यश्च ॥ 

12, सुखाधुपलब्विसाधनमिन्द्रियं मनः | तञ्च प्रत्यात्म- 
नियतत्वात्‌ अनन्तं, परमाणुरूपं, नित्यं च ॥ 

13. agian गुणो रूपम्‌ । तश्च शुक्क-नील-पीत- 
रक्त-६रित-कपिश-चित्रभेदात्‌ सप्ताविधस्‌ | एथिवी-जठ-तेजोवृत्ति i 
तत्र पृथिव्यां qafiqq | अभास्वरशुक्कं së | मास्वरधुकं तेजसि ॥ 
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7. Riparahitah sparsavàn vàyuh. Sa dvividhah, 
nstyah, anityasca. Nityah paramdnurapah. | Anityah 
Máryarüpah. Punah trividhah, Sarira-indrtya-visay - 
Ghedat. Sariram vayuloke. Indriyam sparsagrdhakan 
tvak sarvasariravarti, Visayo  vrksüdikampanahetuh. 
Sarirantah-saficàri vayuh pranah. Sa ca ebo' pi upadhs- 


bhedat þrāņāpānādi-sarıjñām labhate. 


8, Sabdagunakam üküsam, Tacca ekam, vibhu, 
nstyam ca. 


9. Atitadivyavaharahetuh  bàülah. Sa ca eko, 
vibhuh, nityasca, 


10. Prücyádivyavahàraheiwh dik. Sā ca eka, 
vibhvi, nityà ca. 


11. Jfüünàüdhikaranam dimd. Sa — dvividhah, 
jivatma paramátmàa ceti. Tatra Isvarah paramaima 
eka eva, Jivastu pratifariram bhinno, vibhuh, nityasca. 


12. Sukhaddyupalabdhisddhanam indriyam manah. 
Tacca pratydimaniyatatvdt anantam, paramdnurapam, 
Wilyam ca. 


13. Caksurmdatragrahyo guno  rüpam. Tacca 
$uMla-nila-pita-rakta-harita-kapisa-citrabhedàt sapta- 
vidham,  Prihivi-jala-tejovriti. Tatra prthivydm sapta- 
vidham. Abhdsvarasuklam jale. Bhdsvarasuklam 
ejas. 
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14, रसनग्राह्यो गुणो रसः । स च मधुराम्ठ-ठवण-कटु 
कषाय-तिक्तभेदात्‌ da | एथिवी-जलवृत्तिः । तत्र पृथिव्यां 
TST: | जले मधुर एव ॥ 


15. STATI गुणो गन्धः । स द्विविधः, सुरभिः, 
असुरमिश्च | एथिवीमात्रवृत्तिः ॥ 


16. त्वगिन्द्रियमात्रग्राक्चो गुणः स्पर्शः । स च त्रिविधः | 
शीतोष्णाचुष्णाशीतमेदात्‌ | प्रथिब्यपतेजो-वायुवृत्तिः । तत्र शीतः 
जले । उष्णः तेजसि | अनुष्णाशीतः पएथिवीवास्थोः ॥ 


17. रूपादिचतुष्टयं पृथिव्यां पाकजमनित्यं च । अन्यत्र 
अपाकजं नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्यगतं नित्यम्‌ । अनित्यगतम- 
नित्यम्‌ ॥ 

18. एकत्त्रादिन्यवहारहेतुः संख्या | सा नवद्रव्यवृत्तिः, 
एकत्वादिपराधपर्यन्ता । एकत्वं नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्यगतं 
नित्यम्‌ । अनित्यगतमनित्यम्‌ | द्वित्वादिकं तु सर्वत्र 
अनित्यमेव ॥ 


19. मानब्यवद्दारकारणं परिमाणम्‌ | नवद्रव्यवृत्ति | 
तश्चतुर्विषम्‌ , अणु महत्‌ dr हृस्वं चेति ॥ 


20. पृथग्व्यवहारकारणं TTL | सर्वद्रव्यवृत्ति ॥ 
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14, Rasanagrühyo guno rasah. Sa ca madhura- 
amla - lavana-katu - kasaya - tiktabheddt sadvidhah. 
Prthivi-jalavrttih. Tatra prthivyam sadvidhah. Jale 
madhura eva. 


15. Ghrünagráhyo guno gandhah. Sa dvividhah, 
surabhih’ asurabhisca. Prthivimdtravrttth. 


16. Tvagindriyamatragrahyo gunah sparsah. Sea 
ca trividhah, Sita-usna-anusndsitabhedat. Prthivyap- 
tejo-vayuurttih. Tatra Sitah jale. Usnah tejass. 
Anusnasitah prihivivayvoh. 


17. Riapddicatustayam prthivydm paRajam ani- 
(yam ca. Anyatra apdkajam nilyam anityam ca. 
Nityagatam nityam. Anityagaiam antt yai. 


18. Ekatvddivyavahdrahetuh sankhya. Sā nava- 
dravyavritih, ekatvádi-parürdhabparyanta. Ekatvam 
nityam anityam ca. Nityagatam mtyam, Anityagatam 
anityam, Dvustvddikam tu sarvatra anityameva. 


19. M dnavyavahürakáranam parimdnam, Nava- 
dravyavrtti. Taccaturvidham, anu, mahat, dirgham, 
hrasvam ceti. 


20, Prthagvyavahérakéranam prthakivam, Sarva- 
dravyavrtti, 
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21. संयुक्तव्यवहारहेतुः संयोगः | सवेद्रव्यवृत्तिः ॥ 
22. संयोगनाशका गुणो विमागः | सवद्रव्यवृत्तिः ॥ 


23. परापरव्यवहारासाधारणकारणे परत्वापरत्वे । 
पृथिव्यादिचतुष्टयमनोतवृत्तिनी । ते RAN दिक्कृते कालकृते 
च | दूरस्थे fend परम्‌ | समीपस्थे दिकङ्गतम्‌ अपरत्वम्‌ | 
SAT कालकृतं परत्वम्‌ | कनिष्ठे कालकृतम्‌ अपरत्वम्‌ ॥ 


24. आद्यपतनासमवायिकारणं गुरुत्वम्‌, MAA- 
जलवृत्ति ॥ 


25. आदयस्यन्दनासमवायिकारण द्रवत्वम्‌ , एथिव्य- 
सेजोवृत्ति | तद्‌द्विविधम्‌ , सांसिद्धिके नेमित्तिकं च । सांसिद्धिकं 
जले । नेमित्तिकं एथिवीतेजसोः । पृथिव्यां धृतादावमिसंयोगजं 
द्रवत्वम्‌ | तेजसि सुवणादो i f 


26. चूर्णादिपिण्डीमावहेतुः गुणः स्वेदः) जठमात्रवृत्तिः ॥ 


97. श्रोत्रग्राह्यो गुणः शब्दः, आकाशमात्रवृत्तिः | स 
RAJ, ध्वन्यात्मकः वर्णात्मकश्च । तत्र ध्वन्यात्मकः 
भेयोदो | वणोत्मकः संस्कृतमाषादिरूपः ॥ 
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21. Samyuktavyavahdrahetuh samyogah. Sarva- 
dravyavrtith, 


22. Saiityogandsako guno wbhdgah. Sarva- 
dravjavrttth. 


23. Pardparavyavahdrasadhdranakdrane paratvd- 
faratve. Prthivyddicatustayamanovrittini, Te dvividhe, 
dikkrte hàlakrte ca.  Dürasthe dihbkrtam paratvam, 
Samipasthe dikkrtam aparatvam, Jyesthe kalakrtam 
paratvam. Kanisthe kélakriam abaratuam. 


24. Adyapatandsamavapikaranam gurutvams 
prthavijalavrtti. 


25. Adyasyandandsamavayikaranan dravatvam, 
prihivyaptejovritt. — Taddvividham, | samsiddhskam, 
nasmiitikam ca. Sdmsiddhikam jale. Naimittikam 
prthivitejasoh. Prihtvyüàm ghrtadavagntisamyogajam 
dravatvam, Tejas suvarnddeu. 


26. Cürnádipindibhavahetuh — gunah  snehah, 
jalamatravrttéh. 


.27. Srotragrühyo gunah $abdah, aka: amütravrttih. 
Sa dvividheh, dhvanyatmakah varndtmakasca. Tatra 
dhvanyátmakah bheryádau. Varndimakah samskrte- 
bhàsadirüpah. 
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28. (a) सर्वव्यवहारहतुः ज्ञानं बुद्धिः । सा 
द्विविधा, स्मृतिः अनुभवश्च ॥ 
(0) संस्कारमात्रजन्यं ज्ञाने स्मृतिः ॥ 
(c) तद्भिन्नं ज्ञानमनुभवः | स द्विविधः, यथार्थः 
अयथाथेश्व ॥ | | 
(d) तद्वति तत्मकारकः अनुभवः यथार्थः । 
सेव प्रमा इत्युच्यते ॥ 
(e) तदभाववति तत्रकारकः अनुभवः अयथार्थः ॥ 
(f) यथार्थानुभवः चतुर्विधः) प्रक्षानुमित्यु- 
पमितिशाब्दमेदात्‌ ॥ 
(g) तत्करणमपि aga, प्रलक्षानुमानो- 
पमानशब्दभेदात्‌ | 
29. (a) असाधारणं कारणं करणम्‌ || 
(b) कारयैनियतपूर्ववृत्ति कारणम्‌ ॥ 
(c) कार्य प्रागमावप्रतियोगि ॥ 
(d) कारणं त्रिविधम्‌, समवाग्यसमवायिनिमित्त- 
भेदात्‌ ॥ 
(e) यत्समवेतं erige तत्‌ समवायिकारणम्‌ ; 
यथा तन्तवः पटस्य, पटश्च स्वगतरूपादेः ॥ 
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26. (a) Sarvavyavahdrahetuh jiidnam buddhth. 
Së dvividhà, smrtih, anubhavasca. 
(b) Samskàüramátrajanyam jfíánamy smth. 
(c) Tadbhinnam jiidnam anubhevah. Sa 
dvividhah, yatharthah, ayaihàrthasca. 
(d) Tadvati tatprakarakah anubhavah yathar- 
thah. Saiva prama ityucyate, 
(e) Tadabhàvavati tatprakdrakah anubhaveh 
ayathàrthah. 


(f) Yatharthàmubhavah caturvidhah, prat- 
yaksa-anumsiti-upamiti-éabdabhedàt. 


(g) Tatkaranam api caturvidham, pratyaksa- 
anumàna-upamàna-sabdabh dat. 
29. (a) Asddhdranam káranam karanam. 
(b) Kàryaniyatapürvavriti karanam. 
(c) Küryam prágabhàvapratiyogi. 


(d) Kéranam trividham, samavayi-asamavayi- 
mimstiabhedat, | 

(e) Yatsamavetam kéryam utpadyate tat 
samavayi-kdranam ; yathà iantavah fatasya; pajaíca 
svagatarūpādeh. : 
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(£) कार्येण कारणेन वा सह एकस्मिन्‌ अर्थ 
समवेतं सत्‌ कारणमसमवायिकारणम्‌ ; यथा तन्तुसंयोगः पटस्य, 
तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्य ॥ 

(ह) agaaa कारणं निमित्तकारणम्‌; यथा 
तुरीवेमादिकं पटस्य ॥ 

(h) तदेतस्त्रिविषकारणमध्ये यदसाधारणं कारणं 
तदेव करणम्‌ || 


30. (2) तत्र श्रलक्षज्चानकरण TAYA ॥ 


(b) इन्द्रयार्थसन्निकषेजन्यं ज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ । तत्‌ 
द्विविधम्‌ , निर्विकल्पकं सविकल्पकं चेति ॥ 

(c) तत्र निष्प्रकारकं जञानं निर्विकल्पकम्‌ | 

(d) Wars ज्ञानं सविकल्पकम्‌ | यथा ' डित्थः 
अयम्‌ ', MN अयम्‌, “इयामः अयम्‌’, ' पाचकः अयम्‌? 
इति ॥ 

(८) प्रलक्षज्ञानह्ेतुः इन्द्रयायंसान्निक्षः sou: 
संयोगः, संयुक्तसमवायः, संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः, समवायः, 
समवेतसमवायः, विशेषणविशेष्यमावश्च इति i | 


PRATYAKSA-PARICCHEDAH 15 


(f) Karyena kürenena và saha ekasmin arthe 
samavetam sat küranam — asamavayiküranam ; yathd 
taniusamyogah patasya, tanturüpam paiarüpasya. 


(g) Tadubhayabhinnam karanam nimittakdra- 
nam; yathà turivemaddikam patasya, 


(h) Tadetattrividhakaranamadhye yadasadha- 
ranam kāranam tadeva karamam. 


30, (a) Tatra pratyaksajfiónakaranam pratyak- 
sam. 


(b) Indriyadrthasannikarsajanyam jfiánam prat- 
yaksam. Tat dvividham, nirvikalpakam savikal- 
pakam ceti. 


(c) Tatra nisprakārakaiı jiidnan nirvikal- 
pakam. 


(d) Safprakürakam jiiénam savikalpakam, 
Yathà ‘Dstthah ayam, ‘Brahmanah ayam’, ‘syamah 
ayam’, ‘Pdcakah ayam’ iti. 


(e) Pratyaksajñanahetuh, indriyárthasanni- 
Rarsah sadvidhah—saniyogah, saiyuktasamavàyah, 
samyukiasamavetasamavayah, samavdyah, samaveta- 
samaváyah, visesanavi$esyabhavasca iti. 
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चक्षुषा घटप्रत्यक्षजनने संयोगः (aq: । 
घटरूपप्रलक्षजनने संयुक्तसमवायः सन्निकषेः, संयुक्ते घटे 
रूपस्य समवायात्‌ । 

रूपत्वसामान्यम्रयक्ष संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः 
aas, चक्षुस्संयुक्ते घट रूपं समवेतम्‌, तत्र रूपत्वस्य 
समवायात्‌ । 

श्रोत्रेण शब्दसाक्षात्कारे समवायः सञ्निकषः, 
कर्णृविवरवत्यौकाशस्य श्रोत्रत्वात्‌, शब्दस्य आकाशगुणत्वात्‌ , 
गुणगुणिनोश्च समवायात्‌ | शब्दत्वसाक्षात्कारे समवेतसमवायः 
सन्निकषैः, श्रोत्रसमवेते शब्दे शब्दत्वस्य समवायात्‌ | 

अभावप्रत्यक्षे विशेषणविशेष्यमावः सन्निकः-- 
“ घटाभाववत्‌ भूतलम्‌? इत्यत्र चक्षुःसंयुक्ते मूतले घटाभावस्य 
विशेषणत्वात्‌ ॥ 

एवं सन्निकषेषट्कजन्यं ज्ञनं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ , तत्करण- 
मिन्द्रियम्‌ | तस्मादिन्द्रियं प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणम्‌ इति सिद्धस्‌ ॥ 

इति प्रत्यक्षपरिष्छेद: || 
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Caksusü ghatapratyaksajanane | samyogah san- 
nikarsah. Ghataribapratyaksajanane sariryuktasama- 
vdyah sannikarsah, sam yukte ghate rüpasya somavayat. 


Ripatvasdmanyapratyakse saniyuktasamaveta- 
samavayah sannikarsah, caksussamyukte ghate ripari 
saniavetem, tatra rüpalvasya samavayat. 


Srotrena $abdasáksütküáre samavayah sannikarsah, 
karnavivaravartyakdSasya Srotratvat, sabdasya ākāśa- 
gunalcát, gunaguninosca samavayal. Sabdatvasak- 
satkdre samavetasamavadyah sannikarsah, Srotra- 
samavete Sabde Sabdaivasya samaváyát. 


Abhdvapratyakse lU gara essa niai sanni- 
karsah—‘ghatcbhavavat bhitalan’ ityatra caksuhsari- 
yukte bhütale ghatabhdvasya visesanatvat. 


Evam sannikarsasatkajanyam jiidnam pratyaksam, 
tatkaranan indriyam. Tasmdd indriyam pratyaksapra- 
manam iti siddham, 


Iti pratyaksaparicchedah. 
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अनुमानपरिच्छेद: 


31. (a) अनुमितिकरणमनुमानम्‌ ॥ 


an d 


(b) परामशेजन्यं ज्ञानमनुमितिः ॥ 


* d 


(c) व्यापिविशिष्ठपक्षधर्मताज्ञानं परामशः | यथा 
“ बह्विव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ अयं पर्वतः? इति ज्ञानं परामशः | qure 
“पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌? इति ज्ञानमनुमितिः ॥ 

(d) “यत्र यत्र धूमः amr इति साहचर्य- 
नियमो व्याप्तिः ॥ 


(e) व्याप्यस्य पवेतादिवृत्तितवं पक्षधर्मता ॥ 


32. (a) अनुमानं द्विविधम्‌, स्वाथ पराथ च ॥ 


<. 


(b) स्वार्थ स्वानुमितिहेतुः | तथा हि--स्वयमेव 
भूयोदर्शनेन “यत्र यत्र धूमः तत्र sip! इति महानसादो 
व्याप्तिं गृहीत्वा पर्वतममीपं गतः, dad च sQ सन्दिहानः 
पर्वते धूमं पश्यन्‌ व्याति स्मरति--* यत्र यत्र um तत्र sf 
इति | तदनन्तर “ वहिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ अयं पर्वतः’ इति 
ज्ञानमुत्पद्यते । अयमेव gA इत्युच्यते । तस्मात्‌ 


ee” 
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Jl. (a) Anumitikaranam anumanam. 
(b) Pardmarsajanyaii jianam anumitih. 


(c) Vydptivisistapaksadharmatajfidnam Pard- 
marsan. Yatha ‘Vahnivyapyadhamavan ayam parvatah’ 
iti jüdnam pardmarsah. | Tajjanyam ‘parvato vahni- 
man’ ti! Janam anumitih. 


(d) ‘Yatra yatra dhitmah tatrdgnth’ itt sáha- 
caryaniyamo vpdptih. 


(e) Vyapyasya parvatddivrttitvam paksadhar- 
mata. 


32. (a) Anumanam duividham, svariham pard- 


rtham ca. 


(b) Svàrtham — scánumitihetuh. Tathā hi— 
svayamecva bhiyodarsanena *yatra yatra dhümah tatra 
agnih’ iti mahánasadau vyaplim grhitva parvatasami- 
pam galah, tadgate ca agnatt sandihanah parvate dhū- 
nam paíyan vyàptii) smarati—‘yaira yatra dhimah 
tatra agnih' iti. Tadanantaram ‘vahnivydpyadhimavan 
ayam parvatah’ iti jndnam utpadyate. Ayam eva 
lingaparamarsa ityucyate. Tasmat ‘parvato vahniman’ 
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“पर्वतो afeara’ इति ज्ञानमनुमितिः saga । तदेतत्‌ 
स्वाथीनुमानम्‌ || 

(c) यत्तु स्वयं gata अग्निम्‌ अनुमाय परं प्रति 
बोधयितुं पञ्चावयववाक्यं प्रयुज्यते तत्‌ परार्थानुमानम्‌ | 
qui— 


पवेतो वह्निमान्‌ | 

धूमवत्त्वात्‌ । 

यो यो धूमवान्‌ स वह्निमान्‌ , यथा महानसः | 

तथा च अयम्‌! 

तस्मात्‌ तथा--इति ॥ 
अनेन प्रतिपादितात्‌ लिङ्गात्‌ परोऽपि aff प्रतिपद्यते | 

33 (2) प्रतिज्ञाहेतूदाहरणोपनयनिगमनानि पश्चा 

वयवाः | 

‘qdal वह्निमान्‌? इति प्रतिज्ञा । 

“ धूमवत्त्वात्‌ ' इति हेतुः | 

“यो यो धूमवान्‌ स वह्िमान्‌, यथा महानसः? 
इति उदाहरणम्‌ | 
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iti Jüdnam anuntitih utpadyate. Tadetat svārthā- 
numånam. 


(c) Yattu svayam dhiimd! | agnim anumāya 
param prati bodhayitum  pañcāvayavavākyam 
prayujyate tat parärthānumānam. Yatha— 


Parvato valniman. 
Dhimavattzat. 
Yo yo dhimavan sa vahnimàn, yatha mahanasah. 


Tathà ca ayam, 
Tasmat tatha—iti. 


Anena pratipaditat lingat paro’pi agnim pratte 
padyate. 


33. (a) Pratijfià-hetu-udaharana-wftanaya—n1ga- 
manang paiicdvayavah. 


‘Parvato vahnimaw iti Pratijna. 
«Dhümavattvàt' iti hetuh. 


‘Yo yo dhümavàn sa vahniman, yathà mahā- 
nasak’ iti udáharanam. 
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“तथा च अयम्‌? इति उपनयः | 
“तस्मात्‌ तथा ' इति निगमनम्‌ | 
(b) स्वाथाचुमितिपरार्थानुमित्योः लिङ्गपरामश एव 
AMY | तस्मात्‌ (Og WISI: अनुमानम्‌ ॥ 


34. (a) लिङ्ग त्रिविधम्‌, अन्वयव्यतिरेकि, केवला- 
न्वयि, केवलव्यतिरेकि च इति | 

(b) अन्वयेन व्यतिरेकेण च व्यापतिमत्‌ अन्वय= 
च्यतिरोकि; यथा--वह्नो साध्ये धूमवत्त्वम्‌ । “यत्र धूमः तत्र 
अभिः, यथा महानसे’ इति अन्वयव्याप्तिः । “यत्र वह्निः 
नास्ति तत्र धूमोऽपि नास्ति, यथा हृदे’ इति ब्यतिरेकव्याप्तिः ॥ 

(c) अन्वयमात्रव्यातिकं केवलान्वयि; यथा-- 
‘qe: अभिधेयः प्रमेयत्वात्‌ , पटवत्‌? । अत्र प्रमेयत्वाभिधेय- 
त्वयोः व्यतिरेकव्याप्िः नास्ति, सवस्यापि प्रमेयत्वात्‌ अभि- 
घेयत्वाच ॥ 

(d) व्यतिरेकमात्रव्यास्तिकं केवलव्यतिरोकि ; 
यथा--पृयिवी इतरेभ्यो भिद्यते गन्धवत्त्वात्‌ ; यत्‌ इतरेभ्यो 
न भिद्यते न तत्‌ गन्धवत्‌, यथा जलम्‌; न च इयं तथा; 
तस्मात्‌ न तथा--इति | अत्र “यत्‌ गन्धवत्‌ तत्‌ इतरभिन्नम! 
इत्यन्वयदृष्टान्तो नास्ति, पृथिवीमात्रस्य पक्षत्वात्‌ ॥ 


ANUMANA-PARICCHEDAH 23 


*Talhà ca ayam” iti upanayah. 
‘Tasmat tatha’ iti nigamanan. 


(b) Svdrthanumiti-pararthanumstyoh linga- 
parümaría eva karanam, Tasmat lingaparàmarsah 
anumanant, 


34, (a) Lingam trividham, | ak: aca; sare! $, 
kevaldnvayi, Revalacyatireki ca iti. 


(b) Anvayena vyatirekcna ca  wydptimat 
anvayav yatirekt; yatha—vahnau sadhye dhimavativam 
“Yatra dhümah taira agnih, yathà mahdnase ’ itt an- 
vayavyapith. ‘Yatra vahnih ndstt tatra dhümo'pi 
ndsit, yatha hrade’ itt vyatirekavyaptin. 


(c) Anvayamairavyaptikam kevalanvayi ; 
yatha—‘ghatah abhidheyah prameyatvat, patavat,’ 
Atra prameyatva-abhidheyatvayoh vyatirekavyaptih 
ndstt, sarvasyapi prameyatudd abhidheyatvacca, 


(d) Vyatirekamatravyaptikam kevalavyatirekt; 
yatha—prthivi itarebhyo bhidyate, gandhavattvat; yad 
itarebhyo na bhidyate na tad gandhavat, yatha jalam; 
na ca iyam tatha; tasmat na tatha iti. Altra “yai 
gandhavat tad itarabhinnam’ ityanvayadrsiantah nasti, 
prihivimdtrasya paksatvat. 
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35. (a) सन्दिग्धसाध्यवान्‌ पक्षः, यथा धूमवत्वे 
हेतौ पर्वतः ॥ 


(b) निश्चितसाध्यवान्‌ सपक्षः, यथा तत्रैव 
महानसः || 


(c) निश्चितसाध्याभाववान्‌ विपक्षः, यथा तत्रैव 
ga: || 


36. (a) सव्यमिचारविरुद्धसत्प्रतिपक्षासिद्धबाधिताः qur 
हेत्वामासाः ॥ 


(b) सव्यभिचारः अनेकान्तिकः । स॒ त्रिविधः- 
साधारणासाधारणानुपसंहारिमेदात्‌ | dd साध्यामाववद्वृत्तिः 
साधारणः अनैकान्तिकः, यथा “पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ प्रमेयत्वात्‌” 
इति ; प्रमेयत्वस्य वह्णथमाववति हृदे विद्यमानत्वात्‌ ॥ 


सर्वसपक्षविपक्षव्यावृत्तः पक्षमात्रवृत्तिः असा- 
धारणः; यथा 'शब्दो नित्यः शब्दत्वात्‌? इति । शब्दत्वं 
सवेभ्यः नित्येभ्यः अनित्येम्यश्च व्यावृत्तं शब्दमात्रवृत्ति ॥ 

अन्वयव्यतिरेकदष्टान्तरह्ितः अनुपसंहारी ; यथा 


५ सवेमनित्यं प्रमेयत्वात्‌? इति । अत्र सर्वेस्यापि पक्षत्वात्‌ 
दृष्टान्तो नास्ति ॥ 
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35. (a) Sandigdhasddhyavan paksah, yatha 
dhamavative hetau parvatah 


(b) Niscitasddhyavan sapaksah, yathà latratva 
1iahanasah. 


(c) Niscitasddhyabhavavan vipaksah, yatha 


tatraiva hradah. 


36. (a) Sac vabhicara-viruddha-satpratipaksa- 
asiddha-badhitah patica hetvabhasáf. 


(d) Savyablicdrah anaikantikah. Sa trividhah 
—sddharana-asddhdrana-anupasamhatbhedat. Tatra 
saddhyabhavavadvrttih sadhdranah anaikantikah, yathd 
‘parvato vahniman, prameyatvát itt; prameyatvasya 
vahnyabhavavati hrade vid yamàánatvát, 


Sarvasapaksavipaksavydvritah ^ paksamátravyttih 
asádhàranah ; yathà “Sabdo nityah, Sabdatvàt! iti, Sabda- 
tvam sarvebhyah nityebhyah anityebhyasca vyàvrttam 
Sabdamatravr ttt. 


Anvayavyatirekadrstántaralitah anupasamhari; 
yathà ‘sarvam anstyam, prameyatual’ iti. Atra sarva- 
syapi paksatvdt drstanto nasti. 
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(c) साध्याभावव्याप्तो हेतुः विरुद्धः; यथा 
“शब्दः नित्यः कृतकत्वात्‌ ' इति कृतकत्वं हि नित्यत्वाभावेन 
अनित्यत्वेन व्याप्तम्‌ ॥ 


(d) साध्याभावसाधकं हेत्वन्तरं यस्य स qud 
पक्षः; यथा शब्दो नित्यः श्रावणत्वात्‌ राब्दत्ववत्‌', 
“शब्दः अनित्यः कार्यत्वात्‌ घटवत्‌? ॥ 


(e) असिद्धः त्रिविधः आश्रयासिद्धः, स्वरूपा- 
सिद्धः, व्याप्यत्वासिद्धश्च इति ॥ 

आश्रयासिद्धः यथा “ गगनारविन्दं सुरामे, अरः 
विन्दत्वात्‌ , सरोजारविन्दवत्‌? । अत्र गगनारविन्दमाश्रयः, 
स च नास्त्येव ॥ 


स्वरूपासिद्धो यथा “शब्दो गुणः चाक्षुषत्वात्‌ , 
रूपवत्‌ ' | अत्र चाक्षुषत्वं शब्दे नास्ति, शब्दस्य श्रावणत्वात्‌ ॥ 


सोपाधिको हेतुः व्याप्यत्वासिद्धः । MAAN- 
कत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकस्वमुपाधिः | साध्यसमानाधिरणात्यन्ता- 
भावाप्रतियोगित्वं साध्यव्यापकत्वम्‌ | साधनवन्िष्ठासन्तामाव- 
म्रतियोगित्वं साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ । पर्वतो धूमवान्‌, 
वह्विमच्वात्‌ ? इत्यत्र आद्रन्धनसंयोगः उपाधिः | a धूमः 
तत्र आद्रेन्धनसंयोगः' इति साध्यव्यापकता | “यत्र वह्निः तत्र 
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(c) Sadhydbhavaryapto — hetuh— viruddhah; 
Yathà ‘Sabdah, nityah krtakatvat’ ili. Nriakatvai hi 
migalcabhavena anityatvena vyaptam, 


'(d) Sadhyabhavasadhakasi hetvantarain yasya 
sa satpratipuksah; yathad ‘Sabdo nityah, Sravanatvat 
Sabdaivavat, *sabdah anityah, káryatcat ghatacat. 


(e) Asiddhah trividhah—aSrayasiddhah, svat- 
rüpasiddhah vyapyatrdsiddhasca iti. 


Aírayásiddah vathé ‘gagandracindam surabhi, 
aracindatvàát, sarojüravindavat', Atra gaganárazindam 


d$rayah, sa ca ndstyeva. 


Svarüpaásiddho yatha “sabdo gunah caksusaivat, 
riipavat.’ tra cdksusatvan Sabde nasti Sabdasya 


srdcanaitcáàt, 


Sopüdhiko hetuh  vyaüpyatvàsiddhah. Sadhya- 
vyüpakatve sati sddhandvyapakatvam upadhth. 
Sadhyasaméndadhikarana-atyantabhazva - apratiyogitvam 
sadhyavyapakatcam. Sadhanavannistha-atyantabhava- 
pratiyogitvam sddhanavydpakatvam, | *Parcato dhüma- 
vin, vahnimatival' — ityatra drdrendhanasaii:yogyah 
upadhih Yatra dhamah tatra ardrendhanasamyoga 
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आट्रून्वनसंयोगो नास्ति, अयोगोलक आर्द्रेन्नसंयोगाभावात्‌ ! 
इति साधनाव्यापकता | एवं साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्याप- 
कत्वात्‌ यर्द्रॅन्वनसंयागः उपाधिः | सोपाधिकत्वात्‌ वह्निमत्त्व 
व्याप्यत्वासेद्धम्‌ ॥ 

(f) यस्य साध्यामावः प्रमाणान्तरेण निश्चितः स 
बाधितः--यथा “वह्निः अनुष्णः द्रव्यत्वात्‌’ इति । अत्र 
HAN साध्यं, तदभावः उष्णत्वं स्पाशनप्रतयक्षेण गृह्यते 
इति बाधितत्वम्‌ ॥ 

इति अनुमानपरिच्छेदः | 


उपमानपरिच्छेदः 


37. उपमितिकरणं उपमानम्‌ । संज्ञासंजिसंबन्ध- 
ज्ञानमुपमितिः, तत्करणं सादृश्यज्ञानम्‌ | तथा हि--कश्चित्‌ 
गवयपदाथमजानन्‌ कुतश्चित्‌ आरण्यकपुरुषात्‌ ` गोसदृशः 
गवयः’ इति श्रृत्वा वनं गतः वाक्यार्थ स्मरन्‌ maci 
पिण्डं पश्यति | तदनन्तरम्‌ ‹ असो गवयपदवाच्यः’ इतयुपमितिः 
उत्पद्यते ॥ 

इति उपमानपरिच्छेदः | 


— | aaa a amarah 


UPAMANA-PARICCHEDAH 29 


iti südyavyapakata, Yatra vahnih tatra drdrendhana- 
samyogo mash, ayogolake — àrdrendhanasamyoga- 
bhüvat' iti  südhandvyapakatà. Evam — saádhya- 
vyüpabatve sati sadhanavyapakalvàt drdrendhanasani- 
yogah upadhih. Sopadhtkatvat vahnimativam vyapya- 
tvasiddhan, 


(f) Vasya sddhyabhavah |^ pramdndniarena 
niscitah sa badhtiah—yatha ‘vahnih anusnah, dravya- 
wal” iti. ltra anugnatvam sddhyam, tadabhavah 
usnatvam sparsanapratyakscna grhyaté iti badhitatvam. 


Iti anumanaparicchedah. 


UPAMANA-PARICCHEDAH 


M. Upamitikaranam upamanam, Saiirjiia- 
sarjiisambandhajidnam upamitip, tatkaranam sádr- 
Syajndnam, Tatha ht—Rascit gavayapadarthamajanan 
kutascit dranyakapurusat ‘gosadrsah gavayah’ iti rutvà 
vanam gatah vakyartham smaran gosadrsan pindam 
2०३४८४.  Tadanantaram ‘asau  gavayapadavacyah’ 
ityupamitih utpadyate. 


Iti upamanaparicchedah 
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शब्दपरिच्छेदः 


38. (a) आश्ववाक्यं शब्दः | MEQ यथार्थवक्ता । 

वाक्यं पदसमूहः--यथा ` गामानय’ इति ॥ 

(b) शक्ते पदम्‌ | 'अस्मात्‌ पदात्‌ अयमर्थः 
बोद्धव्यः इति इश्वरसङ्केतः शक्तिः ॥ 
. 39. (a) SRI योग्यता सन्षिधिश्च वाक्यार्थज्ञाने 
aq: || 

(b) पदस्य पदान्तरव्यतिरेकप्रयुक्तान्वयाननुभाव- 
कत्वमाकाङ्का ॥ 

(c) अर्थाषाषो योग्यता | 

(d) पदानाम्‌ अविलम्बेन उच्चारणं सन्निधिः ॥ 


(e) तथा च आकाङ्कादिरदितं वाक्यम्‌ अप्रमा- 
qq! यथा “गोः अश्वः पुरुषः हस्ती’ इति न प्रमाणम्‌, 
आकाङ्कातिरहात्‌ | 'वह्विना सिञ्चेत्‌? इति न प्रमाणं, 
योग्यताविरहात्‌ । प्रहरे प्रहरे असह्दोच्चारितानि ,' गाम्‌ आनय’ 
इत्यादिपदानि न प्रमाणं, सन्षिध्यभावात्‌ ॥ | 

40. (a) वाक्यं द्विविधम्‌, वैदिकं लोकिकं च । 
díem ईश्वरोक्तत्वात्‌ सर्वमेव प्रमाणम्‌ । लोकिके तु sU 
प्रमाणम्‌ , अन्यदप्रमाणम्‌ ॥ 
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38. (a) Aptavakyam Sabdah. Apastu — yatha- 
rthavaktaà. Vakyam padasamihah—vathd “gam 
dnaya iti. 


(b) Saktam padam. ‘1smdat padal ayam 
arthak boddhavyah’ itt i$varasanketah saktih. 


39. (a) Akanksa, yogyatd, sannidhiíca vakyar- 
thajiidne hetuh. 


(b) Padasya padantararNatirekaprayukta- 
anvaya-ananubharakatvam akanksa. 


(c) Arthabddho yogvata. 


(d) Padànàii avilambena | uccüáramam sanni- 
dinh. 


(e) Tathà ca akanksadirahitam vākyam apra- 
manam. Yathā ‘gauh asvah purusah hast? itina 
pramanam, dkanksdvirahat. ‘Vahnind siñceť ili na 
pramdnam, yogyatdvirahat. Prahare prahare asahocca- 
ritani ‘gam Gnaya’ ttyddipaddn na pramanam, sanni- 


dhyabhdavat. 


40. (a) Vakyan dvivcidham, vaidikail lauki- 
kam ca. Vatdikam isvaroktatvat sarvamera pramd- 
nam.  Lawkika| tu dptoktan pramanam, anyat 
apramanam. : 
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(b) वाक्याथज्ञानं शान्दज्ञानम्‌। तत्करणं शब्द: lI 
इति शब्दपरिच्छेदः | 
एवं यथार्थानुभवो निरूपितः ॥ 


Co masak kak 


41. (a) अयथाथोनुभवः त्रिविधः, संशयविपर्यय- 
SET ॥ 
(b) एकस्मिन्‌ wo विरुद्धनात्ताधर्मवेशिष्टथाव- 
गाहि ज्ञाने संशयः--यथा स्थाणुवी पुरुषो वा इति ॥ 

(c) मिथ्याज्ञानं विपयेयः--यथा gal ' इदं 
रजतम्‌ ' इति ॥ | 

(d) व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपः तर्कः---यथा 
‘ale ate: न स्यात्‌ तर्हि धूमोऽपि न स्यात्‌? इति ॥ 


42. स्मृतिरपि द्विविधा, यथार्था अयथार्था च | 
प्रमाजन्या TAA | अप्रमाजन्या अयथाथी ॥ 


43. (a) सर्वेषाम्‌ अनुकूलतया वेदनीयं सुखम्‌ ॥ 
(b) प्रतिकूलतया वेदनीयं दुःखम्‌ ॥ 
(c) इच्छा कामः l. 
(d) कोषो द्वेषः ॥ 
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(b) Fakyarthajfiánam — sabdajfianam. Tat- 
karanan śabdah. 
Iti śabdaparicchedah. 


Evam yathārthāänubhavo nirüpitah. 


41. (a) Ayatharthanubhavah trividhah, sam- 
śaya-viparyaya-larkabhedāi. 


(b) Ekasmin dharmini viruddhandnadharma- 


- wt ° ° ww — 


j "uxo ss m samsayah—yatha sthanurvé 
puruso «và tH. 


(c) Mithydjiidnam viparyayah—iathà  $uktaw 
dam rajatam’ 1h, 


(d) Vyadpyaropena | vyapakaropah tarkah— 
yatha ‘gadi vahnih na syät tarhi dhümo'pi na syàt' iti. 


42. Smrlirapi dvividha, yathartha ayatharthé 
ca. Pramajanyd yathartha. Apramajanyà ayatharthg. 


43. (a) Sarvesam — anu&alatayà vedaniyarix 
sukhan. 


(b) Pratikalataya vedanivam duhkham. 
(c) Jcchà kamah. 


(d) Krodho dvesah. 
C 
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(e) कृतिः qaq: । 
(f) विहितकमेजन्यः धमः । 
(2) निषिद्धकमेजन्यस्तु AÈ: | 
(h) बुद्धयादयः अष्टो आत्ममात्रविशेषगुणाः | 


बुद्धीच्छाप्रयत्ञाः नित्याः aaa | far इश्वरस्य | 
अनित्याः जीवस्य | 


(५) संस्कारः त्रिविधः-- qm, भावना, स्थित- 
स्थापकश्च इति | 

वेगः एथिव्यादि चतुष्टयमनो वृत्तिः | 

अनुभवजन्या स्मृतिहेतुः भावना आत्ममात्रवृत्तिः 

अन्यथाकृतस्य पुनः तादवस्थ्यापादकः स्थितः 
era: कटादिपृथिवीमात्रवृत्तिः ॥ 

इति गुणाः । 
44, चळनात्मकं कम | उध्वेदेशसंयोगददेतुः उत्क्षेपणम्‌ | 


अधोदेशसंयोगददेतुः अवक्षेपणम्‌ | शरीरस्य सञ्चेकृष्टसयागदतु 
आकुञ्चनम्‌ । विप्रकृष्टसेयोगहेतुः प्रसारणम्‌ | अन्यत्सर्वं 


गमनम्‌ ॥ 
45. नित्यमेकमनेकानुगत सामान्यम्‌ । द्रव्यगुणकमे- 
वुत्ति । परं सत्ता | अपर ट्रव्यत्वादि ॥ 
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(e) Artth prayatnalh. 
(f) Vihitakarmajanyah dharmah, 
(g) Nisiddhakarmajanyasiu adharimaf. 


(h) Buddhyddayah asta — átmamátravisega- 
gunah. Buddhi-iccha-prayatndh — nityah — anityásca. 
Nityah Tévarasya. Amtyah Jivasya, 

(i) Samshárah — trividhah—«vegah, bhāvanā, 
sthitasthüpakasca 111, 

Vegah prthivyddicatustayamanovrttih, 


-Inubhavajanyà smrtihetuh bhadvand átmamáltra- 
vritih. 


Anyathékrtasya punah tadavasthyapádakah sthita- 
sthàtakah katddiprthivimatravrt til, 


[tt gunah. 


a 


44. Calanalmabai karma. Ürdhvadefasamyega- 
hetuh utksepanam, Adhodesasariyogahetuh avakse- 
panam. Sarirasya sannikrstasamyogahetuh ükusicanam. 
Viprakrstasaiyogaheiuh prasaranam, Anyat sarvam 
gamanan, 


45. Nityam ekam anekdnugatam samanyam 
Dravya-guna-karmavrtti, Param sattā. — param 
dravyatvddi. 
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46, निलद्रव्यवृत्तयः व्यावर्तकाः विशेषाः ॥ 
4T. निलसंबन्धः समवायः, अयुतसिद्धवृत्तिः | ययोः 
टयोः मध्ये एकमविनश्यदवस्थम्‌ अपराश्रितमेवावतिष्ठते तो 
अयुतसिद्धो-यथा अवयवावयविनी, गुणगुणिनो, क्रिया- 
क्रियावन्तो, जातिव्यक्ती, विशेषनित्द्रव्ये च इति ॥ ` 
48. (a) अनादिः सान्तः प्रागमावः, उत्पत्तेः पूव 
कायेस्य ॥ 
(b) सादिः अनन्तः प्रध्वंसः, उत्पत्त्यनन्तरं 
कार्यस्य | 
(८) त्रैकालिकसंसर्गावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकः अत्यन्ता- 
भावः--यथा ' भूतले घटः नास्ति? इति ॥ 
(d) तादात्म्यसम्षन्धावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकः अन्यो- 
न्याभावः--यथा “घटः पटो न’ इति ॥ 
49, सर्वेषां पदाथानां यथायथम्‌ उत्तष्वन्तर्मावात्‌ 
aya पदार्थाः इति सिद्धम्‌ | 
50. कणादन्यायमतयोः बालव्युत्पत्तिसिद्धये | 
अन्नम्भट्टेन विदुषा रचितस्तर्कसंग्रहः ॥ 


इति तर्कसंग्रहः qum: ॥ 


pou nen 
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16. Nityadravyavrttayah vyávartabàh visesah. 


47, Nityasambandhah sSamavayah, ayutasiddha- 
urttth. Yayoh dvayoh madhye ekamavinasyadavas- 
tham, apardsritam evavatisthate tau ayutasiddhau— 
yathà avayavdvayavinau, gunagunimau, kriyakriya- 
vantau, jàtioyakti, cisesanityadrac ye ca itt. 


48. (a) Anddih santah pragabhavah, utpatteh 
pūrvam kàüryasya. 


(b) Sddth anantah pradhvamsah, utpattya- 
nantaram kdryasya, 


(c) Tratkaltkasamsargdavacchinnapratiyogttakoh 


atyantabhavah—yatha *6hütale ghatah nasty iti. 


(d) Tadatmyasambandhavacchimnapratigogita- 
kah anyonyabhavah—yatha *ghatah pato no iti, 


49. Sarvesüm padürthànám yatháyatham uktes- 
vantarbhavat saptaiva padarthah iti siddham. 


50. Kanddanyayamatayoh bdlavyutpattisiddhaye 
Annambhattena vidusà racitastarkasangrahah|| 


ITI TARKASAMGRAHAH SAMAPTAH 


— :0:— 


॥ श्री: ॥ 
॥ तकसंग्रहः ॥ 
A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC 


PART Ill 


TRANSLATION AND EXPOSITION 


CHAPTER I 
PERCEPTION 
1 


T—In my heart, I devoutly 
cherish the Lord of the universe; 
my teacher, I respectfully greet; 
and I proceed to write this 
Primer of Indian Logic, called 
Tarka-Samgraha, with a view 
to beginners gaining knowledge 
easily. 

Following the time-honoured practice of orthodox 
Sanskrit writers, Annambhatta begins his Primer with 
an appropriate mangala, which consists, here, in paying 
devout homage to his God and to his teacher. The 
expression Visvesa—the Lord of the universe—is sug- 
gestive of the central argument of the Nyàya theism— 
the creationistic argument. The four preambulary 
factors, constituting what is known as anubandha- 
catustaya, are also indicated in the second line of the 
introductory verse. They are subject-matter (visayay,. 
the chief aim (prayojana), relation (sambandha) and: 
the persons for whom the work is specially designed: 
(adhikdrin). Such preambulary details are usually 
incorporated in modern books in a separate preface 
prefixed to the work in question, while they are briefly 
set forth in the opening verses in Sastra treatises im 
Sanskrit. The elements of the Nyáya-Váisesika system 
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in its syncretist form constitute the subject-matter of 
this Primer and its aim is to enable beginners to 
understand them easily. It follows from this that this 
Primer is intended for the beginners. Pratipadya- 
pratipadaka-bhàva—the relation of treated and treatise 
— s generally stated to form the sambandha in almost 
all sastra works. This would be useless information, 
when understood literally. It would acquire special 
significance if it should be interpreted as holding out an 
assurance, that the author can be trusted to treat well 
in his treatise, the subject in hand. 

The name  Tarka-samgraha is interpreted by 
Annambhatta himself as a compendious elucidation of 
the nature of substance, qualities and such other onto- 
logical categories of the VaiSesika system, that are 
accepted by Nyàya. The term tarka is thus taken by 
the author in a somewhat unusual sense. The usual 
meanings, however, of the word tarka are logic, reason- 
ing, reductio ad absurdum and discussion, Putting all 
these ideas together, it would be easy to see how the 
title Tarka-samgraha may be taken to be equivalent to 
‘A Primer of the Nyáya-Vai$esika system in its syn- 
cretist form’. 

2 

T—Substance, quality, ac- 
tivity, generality, particularity, 
inherence and non-existence are 
the seven categories (padarihah). 

A padartha is literally a nameable or denotable 
thing or a thing which corresponds to a word. Kanada, 
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in his Vaisesika-sütras, gives the name artha to sub- 
stance (dravya), quality (guna) and activity (karma). 
PraSastapada, the author of the Vaisesika-bhasya 
called Padartha-dharma-saingraha enumerates the first 
six pPadórthas out of the seven mentioned above. Later 
Vai$esikas add non-existence (abhdva) to Prasasta- 
pada’s list of six padàrihas. Gautama, the author of 
the Nyaya Sutras, Vatsyayana, the author of Nyaya- 
bhasya and later Naiyayikas :evognise all these seven 
padarihas. 

What isa Padartha or category as understood in 
the above text—2. T.? A padáriha is usually defined 
as a knowable thing (7/eya) or as a validly cognisable 
thing (prameya), or as a nameable or denotable thing 
(abhidheya). The Nyaya-Vaisesika system maintains 
that its scheme of seven Padarthas represents a satis- 
factory classification of all the knowable or nameable 
things. The first six are called bhdva-padarthas or 
existent entities and are thus contrasted, in a marked 
way, with abhàüca, which amounts to non-existence, 
Though Kanada speaks of abháva, he does not include 
itin his list of arthas for the reason that he under- 
stands by artha an entity in which existence or salla, 
in the Vai$esika sense, inheres, PraSastapada does not 
mention ab^àva in his scheme of six #adarthas, since 
this scheme confines itself to bhdvas. But a complete 
scheme of all the knowable or validly cognisable or 
nameable things must not omit abhdva; for it is main- 
tained in the Nydya-Vaisesika system that we know 
abhàva, know it correctly and the negative terms in 
language denote it, 
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It would be useful to compare in this connection 
the above scheme of seven padarthas with Gautama's 
scheme of sixteen padérthas and with the correspond- 
ing schemes adopted in certain other systems of Indian 
philosophy. Inthe first Sutra of the Nyaya-darsana, 
‘Gautama enumerates sixteen paddérthas—means of valid 
knowledge (pramana), objects of valid knowledge 
(prameya), doubt (samsaya), purpose (prayojana), 
instances (drstdnta), established conclusions (sid- 
dhdnta), members of syllogism (avayava), reductio ad 
absurdum (tarka), decisive knowledge (nirnaya), argu- 
ing for truth (vàda), arguing constructively as well as 
destructively for victory (ja/pa), merely destructive 
argument (vitandá), fallacious reasons (Aetvàbhàsa), 
quibbling (chala), specious and unavailing objections 
(jats), and vulnerable points (igrahasthana), These 
sixteen are not metaphysical categories similar to those 
of the Vaisesikas; but they are merely sixteen topics 
which one should study in order to master the details of 
the Nyàya dialectics. The Mimarnsakas of the Bhatta 
school recognise five padarthas—substance, generality, 
quality, activity and non-existence. The Prabhikaras 
recognise eight—the five bhdvas of the Nyaya-system 
(omitting viSesa) and potency (Sakti), similarity 
(sddrSya) and number (sankhyd), non-existence not being 
accepted asa distinct category. The Sirhkhyas accept 
twoultimate paddrthas : primordial matter (prakrti) and 
spirit (purusa). Among the Vedantins, the Advaitins 
maintain that there is one ultimate reality-—Brahman 
and there are only two padārthas—spirit (cit) and 
non-spirit (acit), or soul (dtman) and  non-soul 
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(anatman) ; the Višistadvaita school recognises three— 
spirit (cit), non-spirit (acit), and God  (Isvara) ; and 
the Dvaitins reduce all the Padàrthas to two main cate- 
gories—independent and dependent. Among the older 
Vaisegikas, we find some, like the author of the Dasa- 
padartha-sdstra, who would recognise ten paddrthas 
in all—the six bhdvas of the later VaiSesikas, poten- 
tiality (Sakti), inability (a-Saktt), generic differentia 
(sdmdnya-visesa) and non-existence (abhdva). Except 
Gautama's list of sixteen paddrthas, all these schemes 
of categories attempt, with a large measure of success, 
at a sound metaphysical classification of all nameable 
or knowable things; and none of these Indian schemes 
can justly be said to exhibit the logical defects that we 
notice in similar schemes of categories known to 
Western logic such as the somewhat arbitrary scheme 
of ten categories or predicates given by Aristotle, and 
the schemes of four or three or Seven categories put 
forward by the Stoics, Descartes, Spinoza, Locke, 
Mill and other philosophers. 


In most of the syncretist works dealing with the 
tenets of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system, the arguments 
advanced by the Bhattas as well asthe Prabhakaras to 
establish theexistence of potentiality (Sakti) asa distinct 
entity (quality or category) and the view upheld by the 
latter school of Mimarhsakas that similarity (sddrsya) 
should be given a distinct place in the list of categories 
are refuted. Counter-agents (prattbandhaka) counteract 
the operation of causes and causes turn out to be un- 
availing. The counteraction that we experience in such 
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cases cannot be explained otherwise than as consisting 
in the destruction of the causal efficacy or Sakti of the 
causes, Thus according to Mimamsakas, the existence 
of Sakti asa distinct category must necessarily be re- 
cognised. The Naiyàyikas argue that counteraction 
consists merely in the presence of counter-agents, the 
total non-existence of which is one of the elements 
constituting the full compliment of the causal apparatus 
(sdmagri). Thus they disprove the necessity for re- 
cognising Sakti as a distinct category. Similarity, ac- 
cording to Prabhikaras, does not consist merely in the 
possession of parts or qualities or features of the same 
kind as the Naiyayikas urge; but it is revealed in ex- 
perience as a distinct category. The Naiyayikas contend 
that a careful analysis of experience would show that 
similarity consists merely in the possession of parts or 
qualities or features of the same kind. 
3 (a) 

T—Of them (theseven cate- 
gories), the Substances are only 
nine—vic.: earth, water, light, 
air, ether, time, space, soul and 
mind. 

The word ‘only’ in this text is intended to exclude 
‘darkness’, which according to Mimarhsakas, is a dis- 
tinct substance. The Mimarhsakas argue that on the 
strength of the experience which associates blue colour 
and movement with darkness, it should be regarded as 
a substance; and it cannot be any of the nine substances 
mentioned above. So, it should be given a distinct 
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place as the tenth. substance in the list of substances. 
The Naiyàyikas point out that the experience which 
associates colour and movement with darkness is erro- 
neous. For, a substance having colour can be seen only 
in the presence of light; and darkness, which is seen in 
the absence of light, cannot be a substance having 
colour. In fact, darkness, according to Naiyàyikas, 
is nothing but the total absence of such light as 1s effec- 
tual in normal perception. 


In the text under consideration, substances are 
divided into nine classes. This may be taken to be a 
definition of substances from the point of view of ex- 
tension. But the Nyaya method of exposition, according 
to Vàtsyayana (Nyaya-Bhisya—1-2-3, Avatarika) 
recognises that expository scheme to be perfect which 
consists of uddcsa (enumeration accompanied by 
vibhdga or division), laksana (definition) and pariksa 
(investigation). Thus a mere enumeration or division 
of substances willnot do and they should be defined. 
A substance is usually defined as that which possesses 
the jati (generic attribute) called dravyatva (sub- 
stance-ness) ; or as that in which a quality (guna) or 
activity (kriya) inheres; or that which is fit to be 
treated as the inherent cause (Samavdyi-karana) of 
some effect. Of these alternatives, the second and 
third, based on quality and activity, are not applicable 
to substances in the first moments of their creation; 
for, according to the Naiyàyika theory of causation, 
every cause should necessarily precede its effect, and 
qualities and activities, which are the effects of sub- 
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stances, require at least one moment before they could 
come into being. Jf the function of definition should 
be to provide a valid reason (hetu) for inferring differ- 
ence from others and if inference should be of some- 
thing which is not already comprised in the connota- 
tion of the minor term (paksa), substance-ness (dra- 
vyatva), which is connoted by the term dravya, would 
not form a satisfactory definition. In such circum- 
stances, by using quality or activity and without 
directly using dravyatva, a substance is defined asa 
thing possessing a jati (generic attribute), which is not 
saitü (existence) and is co-existent with a quality or 
activity, This kind of ingenious device, which is com- 
monly adopted by the Naiyayikas, is known as játi- 
ghatita-laksana, 


In this connection, it would be of advantage to 
elucidate briefly the Naiyàyika's view of definitions 
and their functions. A definition in Nyaya is not 
merely an explication of the connotation of a term; but 
it isa proposition specifying the differentia or the 
differentiating feature of the species or the thing 
defined. A laksana is a specific feature or asddhdarana- 
dharma. The term asadharana means that which is 
free from the three faults of a definition— viz: over- 
applicability — (ativyàpti), partial inapplicability 
(avydpti) and total inapplicability (asambhava). A 
definition, that is too wide and that consists of an 
attribute which is present in things sought to be defined 
as well as those not intended to be defined, has the 
defect of ativydpti; while a definition which does not 
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apply to some of the things defined has the defect of 
००१०४; and one which is wholly inapplicable to any of 
the things defined has the defect of asambhava, Such 
a specific feature (asddhdranadharna) is reciprocally 
co-extensive with the adjunct that delimits the scope 
of laksyaia@ (being sought to be defined); in other 
words, wherever that feature is, laksyatdvacchedaka or 
the delimiting adjunct of labsyata is, and wherever the 
latter is, the former is. In the case of a cow or an ox 
(gauh), for instance, gotva or bovineness is the laks- 
yatavacchedaka, when all the quadrupeds of the bovine 
species, and none else, are sought to be defined, In this 
case, brown colour or uncloven hoof would be too 
narrow to constitute a definition, the former, which is 
applicable only to some of the laksyas, being vitiated by 
the fault of avyáfti (partial inapplicability), and the 
latter, which is applicable to none of them, being vitia- 
ted by asambhava (total inapplicability), while having 
horns would be too wide and therefore vitiated by the 
fault of afavjaptt, It will be seen, from this, that the 
Nyaya view of the function of a definition is primarily, 
differentiation, and incidentally, designation also, while 
the latter is the only conceivable function in certain 
cases. “Vyaurttr vyavahàro và laksanasya prayo- 
janawi!” is an oft-quoted dictum in Nyaya literature. 
Vyavrtts or differentiation consists in the inference of 
difference from the other things. Smell in the case of 
earth or rationality in the case of a man formsa 
differentiating laksana and serves as a valid reason 
leading to the inference of difference from not-earth in 
the former case, and from not-man in the latter. What 
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helps in differentiation also helps in specific designation. 
All vydvartakalaksanas are thus vydvahdarikalaksanas 
also. In certain cases like nameability (abhidhe- 
yatva), all things (badartha) are intended to be covered 
by the definition; but no differentiation is possible, as 
nothing can be said to beother than a thing (pedartha) ; 
and in such cases the only function of laksang is desig. 
nation (vyavahàra ). 


It would be interesting to observe here that lak- 
sanas or definitions are as important on the positive 
side in the pluralistic realism of the Nyaya-Vaiscsika 
system, as they are on the negative side in the monistic 
phenomenalism of the Advaita Vedanta. In the former 
system, laksanas are helpful in arriving at, and main- 
taining the reality of, several self-contained and 
mutually exclusive units, which, according to the 
Advaitic monist are but fragmentary appearances of 
the one absolute; while, in the latter system, labsanas 
are but so many unsustainable stunts demonstrating 
the futility of the difraksi: efforts of the fissi- 
parous phase of human intellect and the soundness of 
the doctrine of indefinability (anirvacaniyata) which 
the Advaitins seek to uphold, 


It may also be useful to remember here that the 
conception of substance (dravya) as the substratum of 
qualities and movements is the bed-rock of the realism 
of Nyaya; and one has only to show the hollowness of 
the Nyaya distinctions of substance (dravya), quality 
(guna) and movement (karman or kriya), in order to 
knock off the bottom of the Nyàya realism. 
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T—Colour, taste, smell, 
touch, number, size, separates 
ness, conjunction,  disjunction, 
remoteness, proximity, weight, 
fluidity, viscidity, sound, cogni- 
tion, pleasure, pain, desire, 
dislike, volition, merit, demerit, 
tendency—these are the twenty- 
four qualities. 


Pataüjali, in his Mahabhasya, describes a guna as 
something which inheres only in a substance, and, under 
certain circumstances, ceases to be there; which is 
found in different species of substances but eternal in 
some cases and non-eternal in other cases. 

‘“Sative nivisate'paitt prthagsattsu vartate 
Adheyascakriydjasca so’ sattvaprakr tir gunah.” 
This is Patañjali’s definition of a guna. It is generally 
adopted by all the grammarians (Vaiyakaranas) and 
it amounts to this in plain language: a guna may be 
eternal or non-eternal and inheres in a substance; but it 
is neither a substance nor an activity. The Vaiyākara- 
na's conception of a guna, for all practical purposes, 
is the same as the Naiyayika’s conception of it. The 
Mimarhsakas sometimes use the term guna in the sense 
of a quality and sometimes in the general sense of 
something that is ancillary and comparatively unimpor- 
tant, The term guna is sometimes used in the sense of 
literary merit and also in the general sense of a good 
feature. The Sàmkhya sense of the word is the com- 
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ponent strands of the composite primordial matter 
called prakrti which consists of the three gunas—good- 
ness (Sativa), passion (rajas) and darkness (tamas). 
The Vedantins generally use the word guna in the 
sense Of an attribute or dharma, Though the term guna 
is thus greatly ambiguous in Sanskrit philosophical lite- 
rature, the Naiyayika's technical use of this term is 
sufficiently precise and does not admit of confusion. 


It would be difficult to justify theneed for giving 
a distinct place in the Naiyayika’s list of gunas, to 
prihaktva, vibhága, paratva and aparatva. Prthaktva 
(separateness) is not materially different from 
difference which, according to Naiyayikas, is anyonya- 
bhava ot reciprocal negation—a species of non-exis- 
tence. Vibhdga (disjuncuon) could hardly be distin- 
guished from Samyoganäsa (loss of contact). What 
are remoteness and proximity (paratva and aparaiva) 
but space-relation or time-relation, the former consist- 
ing in a larger number of intervening samyogas (con- 
tacts) or viprakrstatva and the latter in a smaller 
number of intervening samyogas or sannikrstatva? In 
fact, some Navya-Naiyàyikas are prepared to discard 
these gunas, on the grounds indicated. The realistic 
obsession of the Nyaya-Vaisegika writers, who often 
go to the length of finding in the external world an 
objective reality corresponding to every thought and 
every word, is mainly responsible for the retention of 
these qualities in the traditional list of gunas. 


It would be useful to note here that the Nyaya 
system draws a distinction between visesa-gunas and 
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süámünya-gwnas. Colour, smell, taste, touch, viscidity, 
natural fluidity, cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, hatred, 
effort, merit, demerit, reminiscent impressions and sound 
—these are visesa-gunas; and the rest are sdmdnya- 
gunas, The former are special qualities, as the name 
visesa-guna signifies; and they are special qualities in 
the sense that they are never found to be common to 
two classes of substances, or to be more accurate, that 
a vifesa-gWna, in the specific form in which it is actu- 
ally found, has a jai which is not present in any 
quality co-existing with two classifying attributes 
(vibhàjakopádhi) of substances. It is easy to see how 
the rest are sémdnjya-gunas or general qualities. 


3 (c) 

T —Activity or motion is of 
five kinds: upward motion, 
downward motion, contraction, 
expansion and going or move- 
ment from one place to another, 


KanSda's traditional classification of karma 
(activity) is here followed, though the classification is 
unsatisfactory, as pointed out by Nilakantha in his 
Prakasika and by several others. It is obvious that 
gamana in a broad sense would include all other 
varieties of activity. In common parlance, karma, 
kriya and kris are used as synonyms. In Sastraic 
terminology, krti is equivalent to yatna, which is the 
inner volitional process immediately and invariably 
preceding a voluntary activity. In this sense krti 
should not be confounded with kriya or karma. The 
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Nyaya-VaiSesika system distinguishes between volun- 
tary activity (yatna-pirvakakriyd or, as it is sometimes 
called, cesta) and involuntary activity (a-yatna-pür- 
vaka-kriya), The term karma used in the sense of 
kriya should be distinguished from the syntactic karma 
(object); and it should be also differentiated from 
karma, usedin the sense of the unseen impression or 
vestige which every work leaves behind it and which 
shadows the doer. It is in this latter sense that the 
word karma should be understood in phrases like the 
“Karma theory’ and ‘ pradrabdha-karma.' 


According to VaiSesikas and Natyayikas, the 
essential feature of every activity is to bring about 
disjunction (vibhdga), then the destruction of con- 
junction with a previous spot (fürvadesasamyoganàsa) 
and lastly conjunction with a further spot (ultaradcSa- 
samyoga). The origin of a kriya occupies one moment 
(ksana) ; and the three factors that follow its origin— 
separation, loss of prior contact and further contact— 
occupy each one moment. An activity, thus, fulfils its 
purpose completely in the fourth moment (hsana), as 
soon as the further contact (uttaradesasamvyoga) arises 
and comes to an end in the fifth &sana. Every activity 
lasts only for four ksanas. An important corollary, 
deducible from these facts is that one karma can never 
cause another karma; for, an activity cannot be said to 
be caused in the second or third or fourth ksana of a 
prior activity, the prior contact being destroyed by the 
disjunction resulting from the prior activity, the later 
activity having no purpose to serve in the second or 
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third or fourth ksana of the prior activity, and the 
fifth bsana being one in which the prior activity 
comes to an end and cannot, therefore, be asso- 
ciated with the later activity as its cause. In this con: 
nection, it should be remembered that a kriya cannot 
be conceived of otherwise than as direct and indepen- 
dent cause of disjunction and as leading to further 
contact, through loss of prior contact; for, according 
to Kanada and Gautama, to go to is to forego, or, in 
other words, to quit, to sunder and touch further on. 
(Kriya, tato vibhagah, tatah pürcadesasamyoganüsah, 
tatah uitaradesa-samyogah, tatah kriyandsah). It may 
also be noted here that the Vai$esikas and Naiyayikas 
use any one of these five factors, from the origin of 
kriya down to its cessation, as the delimiting condition 
(upadhi) of a ksana, which is regarded as the smallest 
unit of time. 


The Nyaya-Vaisesika conception of kriyā stands 
in sharp contrast with the Vaiyakarana view of this 
category. According to the Vaiyadkaranas a kriya is 
what is usually denoted by a verbal root (dhatu) and 
it is ordinarily a process consisting of many activities 
(vyaparah) arising in succession. In its fully accom- 
plished state (siddhàvasthà), a kriya is denoted by a 
substantive like paka; and when itis being doneor in 
its sddhydvasthd, it is denoted by the radical element in 
a finite or infinitival verb. 


It would be worthy of notice here that the Naiya- 
yikas and the Bhatta-mimamsakas maintain that a 
kriya is perceptible and may be visualised under cer- 

2 / 
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tain conditions; whereas, the Prabhakaras hold that it 
falls beyond the scope of the senses and it comes to be 
known only through inference from furthey contact 
preceded by disjunction (vibhagapurcaka-sam yoga). 
ft should also be remembered that Indian philosophers, 
like Sankara, draw pointed attention to the funda- 
mental difference between a kriya and a jana, which 
consists in the former being such as directly falls with- 
in the scope of the will (purusatantra) and the latter 
never coming within the scope of the will but having its 
nature determined by its object (casiutantra). 


3 (d) 
T—Generality is of two 


kinds—the more comprehensive 
and the less comprehensive. 


3 (e) 
T—Particularities, on the 
other hand, abide in eternal sub- 
stances and are innumerable. 


3 (Í) 
T—Whereas, inherence is 
merely one. 


In common speech, samanya means a common fea- 
ture; but, in the technical language of Nyàya, it is 
equivalent to jdti and is understood to stand for a 
generic feature which inheres in all the individuals 
constituting a class and is eternal. The individual units 
(vyakti) of a class may come and go, but the generic 
attribute common to the whole class exists for ever. 
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Humanity, or more literally man-ness (manuspatva), 
which is common to all mankind, is eternal and it 
existed before the origin of man and will continue to 
exist even after the annihilation of all mankind. A jati, 
in this technical sense, is connected with a wyakts 
through the intimate relation known as samavaya or 
inherence. An attribute may be common to several 
individuals and connected with them either through the 
direct relation of svaripa-sambandha, the related object 
itself being looked upon as relation, or through some 
indirect relation (parampard-sambandha); such an 
attribute is called upādhi and should not be confounded 
with a jatt. Mürtatca, for instance, is not ajan; and 
it amounts to “being the seat of all activity" (kriyāśra- 
yatva). It is sometimes called sakhaudopadhi—a 
feature which admits of being defined and stands in 
need of the help of a definitive expression for its defi- 
nite comprehension; and in this sense, a sakhando padha 
is said to be nirvacaniy'a. A jati like pot-ness (yhatatva) 
is antrvacaniya—does not stand in need of the help of a 
definitive expression for its comprehension. The Naiya- 
yikas recognise certain generic attributes called 
akhandopddhits, which are not jdtis but similar to them 
in all respects except that the relation of the former to 
their abodes is self-link  (svarüfa-sambandha) —the 
related thing itself constituting its own relation—and 
that it is not inherence (samavdya) as in the case of 
jati. Vssaya is object; visayatd is object-ness; visayatà- 
tva is being object-ness and is an akhandopádhi. Prati- 
yogin is correlative; pratiyogitd is correlativeness; 
pratiyogitdtva is being  correlativeness and is an 
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akhandopádhi. Under which of the seven categories 
should an akhandopddhi be brought? In reply to this 
question, a Naiyayika would say that it could be 
brought under samanya, if that term should be under- 
stood to mean all generic attributes—jdtis and 
akhongopadhis. Or, if the term samanya should be 
restricted to a jati, an akhandopüdhi could not be 
brought under any of the seven categories. It should 
be remembered in this connection that these two kinds 
of generic attributes (jdti and akhandopadht) are the 
only things that are presented in thought, by them- 
selves, without the help or mediation of their attributes 
(svarüpatobhama-jogyàh) ; and that thought grasps 
other things only under the aspect of, or only through 
the mediation of, a qualifying attribute (Aificitprakdra- 
puraskdrenaiva bhdnayogyah). In Nyàya terminology, 
a distinction is sometimes made between ak/anda- 
dmdnya and sakhanda-sadmanya, the former being a 
jati directly connected witha vyakti and the latter 
being a generic attribute which is reducible to a jati 
connected with a z'yakit through some indirect relation 
(parampardsambandha). For instance, kriydtva (mo- 
tion-ness) is an akhanda-sdmanya; while mgrtatca 
is a sakhanda- samanya, as it is equivalent to kriydsra- 
yatva (possessing an activity), which is a generic 
attribute common to all the mirtas—earth, water, fire, 
air and mind, and may be said to consist in the jati— 
kriyaiva—being present through the indirect relation— 
svasamaváyi-samavàyitva (being the intimate substra- 
tum of its own intimate substratum). 
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How do the Naiyayikas show that it is necessary, 
to recognise samanya or jati asa distinct category? 
Our experience, in several cases where it relates to 
diverse objects, exhibits a certain degree of uniformity. 
When we see a human being or a beast, our experience 
howsoever it may differ in other respects, invariably 
takes the, form—‘this is a man’ (ayam imanusyah) or 
‘this is a beast’ (ayam mrgah). The uniformity that we 
thus observe in our experience cannot be accounted for 
otherwise than through the assumption of a generic 
feature common to all mankind or all the beasts. This 
generic feature is called manugsyatra (humanity) in the 
case of human beings and mrgatva (beasthood) in the 
case of beasts. Parsimony in thought is relied upon by 
the Natyayikas as a criterion of soundness, when it 
does not clash with any other criterion which is 
stronger or morereliable. The principle of economy 
or the law of parsimony or the ldghava-nydya deter- 
mines the nature of many a hypothesis in Nyàya and 
other systems of Indian thought. According to this 
principle, a generic feature like manusyatva or mrgatva 
should be taken to be eternal, one, and connected with 
men or beasts through the intimate and eternal relation 
called samavaya (inherence). In one word, it should 
be taken to be a /à!$ in the technical sense, in the in- 
terest of laghaca, so long as there is nothing preventing 
the hypothesis of jāti being put forward in the case 
under consideration. Thus, through perceptual ex- 
perience, one might arrive at a jali, in order to account 
for uniformity in such experience. There are several 
cases in which perceptual experience of a whole class 
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is impossible or it happens to be restricted to a few and 
not accessible to all. For instance, in the case of 
substances (dravya), only three of them— earth, water 
and fire—are perceptible to the external senses, some of 
their varieties being imperceptible. Though diman 
(spirit or soul) is perceptible to the inner sense called 
"anas (mind), its existence as a dravya cannot be 
taken for granted at the stage at which the sati— 
dravyatva (substanceness) is yet to be established. In 
such circumstances, the Naiyáyikas maintain the neces- 
sity for recounting a Jali by means of inference 
(anumdna) aided by the principle of parsimony 
(laghava). Dy way of illustration, their argument to 
establish dravyalva may be set forth here. Only a 
substance can be samavāyikāraņa (intimate cause or 
inherent cause). Human thought, in respect of causa- 
lity (kdranatd) as in other respects, shows a habitual 
preference for compactness and unity. The conception 
of karanata could serve some useful purpose in life, 
only when it takes a definite and comprehensive form; 
and it cannot take a form which is at once definite and 
comprehensive, so long as it is not specifically delimited 
in its scope by a comprehensive and definite adjunct. 
In other words, a suitable delimiting adjunct of kara- 
nata ((kdranatdvacchedaka), besides a similar delimiting 
adjunct of kdryatd or effectness (kdryatdvacchedaka) 
should be thought of in the case of every comprehen- 
sive and definite statement of causal relation (Radrya- 
kdrana-bhdva). The need for such a statement being 
taken for granted in the case of the samavdyi-kdranata 
belonging to substances as a class, it follows that this 
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karanata is definitely determined in its scope by a deli- 
miting adjunct which is common to all the substances. 
Such a delimiting adjunct in the case of samavdyt- 
karana (samavayi-kdranatavacchedaka) is called drav- 
yatva, Economy in thought, in the absence of any 
outweighing disadventage or difficulty, would neces- 
sarily lead to dravyatva (substanceness) being assumed 
to be eternal (nitya), one (eka) and connected with all 
the substances through samazvdya, i.e. a Jali in the 
technical sense, "This argument is usually stated in 
Sanskrit thus -— 


* Dravvanistha samavayikdranata (gunam, saii- 
yogam, vibhagam và pratt), yatkificidanugata- 
dharmacvacchinnd, kdranatitvat, dandanistha- 
gAatakàáranatàcat," 


Some jdtis like dravyatva (substanceness) are 
more comprehensive (fara) as compared with frihivi- 
tea (earthness) and less comprehensive as compared’ 
with saftd (existence); while g/iatatza (potness) is the 
least comprehensive (apara) of all the jàtis in the 
series of sdtis—sattd, dravgatia, prilicitva, ghatatva. 
In every series of jGtis, it will be seen that sat/d is the 
most comprehensive jdt: and is the generic attribute 
characterising the one summum genus recognised in the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika system, which may be called sat and 
to which Kanada gives the technical name artha. Every 
series of salts ends with its own antya-jāti, which 
characterises its infima species, Thus in the Nyàya- 
Vai$esika system, while there are several antya-jatis 
and diverse infimoe species, there is only one higher 
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jati, viz. sattë and one summum genus. Jats, in- 
cluding satté, can inhere only in substances, qualities 
and activities (dravya, guna and karma) and cannot 
inhere in any other category. The predication, of 
sattà with reference to the remaining positive cate- 
gories, sdmdnya, vi$esa and samaváya, is explained 
away by the Naiyayikas, on the basis of co-inherence, 
and not on the basis of inherence. Propositions like 
‘dravyam sat’, “gunah san’, ‘karma sat’ convey that 
salta inheres in a dravya or guna or karma; whereas 
the propositions—‘sdmdnyam sal’, 'visesáh saniah', 
«samavüyah san'—should be interpreted as referring to 
the co-inherence of sdmdnya, viSesa and samacáya with 
salta in the same place. 


In his Sutra, “Samanyam टाल iti buddhfyapek- 
sam” (ch, I-àh-2-sü 3), Kanada observes that ‘genera- 
lity and speciality are dependent upon the nature of 
the view-point’. Some modern writers on Indian logic, 
more especially some writers in English, are misled by 
this Sütra into the belief that Kanada was in favour of 
a conceptualist view of samanya and would reduce it to 
a conceptual factor existing only in thought. This 
misapprehension results from an imperfect knowledge 
of Kanada s position, Kanada maintains, partly in an 
explicit way and implicitly in part, that /d!is are eternal 
universals, existing outside the sphere of thought in the 
same sense in which other realities exist; and that a 
jdt is looked upon as a generic feature (samanya) or 
a specific differentia (ziSesa), according as it is con- 
ceived of as a unifying or differentiating factor. For 
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instance, substanceness (dravyaiva) is a samanya, when 
it is looked upon as a generic feature common to all the 
substances; but it is a visesa when it is looked upon as 
the differentia of substances, by means of which they 
are distu. itel from other things like qualities and 
activities. One could clearly see how solicitous Kanada 
really is to establish the reality of satis, from the signi- 
ficant way in which he uses the phrase anty'a-uiSesa to 
designate the distinct category known as २४४०७०५, so 
that they may not be confounded with jdfts looked upon 
as differentia. 


To philosophise, according to the exponents of the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika system, is to unify, wherever possible, 
through universals arrived at on the basis of observed 
similarities or uniformities, and to ramify and differen- 
tiate, wherever fidelity to experience requires it, 
through differentiating ‘eatures arrived at from ob- 
served dissimilarities. This process, in the direction 
of generalisation, has led to several jdlts being recog- 
nised, and in the direction of differentiation, has re- 
sulted in the hypothesis that a unique, self-differentia- 
ted and everlasting feature called ‘particularity’ 
(८४५०७०) should be attributed to every everlasting sub- 
stance that could not be otherwise distinguished from 
similar everlasting substances. Composite substances 
like a jar or a cloth, made of component parts, can 
easily be distinguished from each other by means of the 
different parts constituting them. Eternal substances, 
which are alike in respect of guna, Karma and jati, like 
the eternal atoms of earth, water, fire or air, cannot be 


26 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART III 


distinguished from similar substances of the same class 
without ascribing to them some unique feature called 
visesa. In our perceptual experience, one thing is 
differentiated from another thing through a distin- 
‘+, feature. As a matter of fact, in the super- 
normal perceptual experience (alaukika-pratyaksa) of 
seers and Yogins, one atom of earth is distinguished 
from another atom of earth; in such cases, there must 
be a differentiating feature; no guia, karma or jati can 
be relied upon as a distinguishing feature, for in those 
respects, all atoms of earth are alike; even the super- 
normal perception of a Yogin cannot change the funda- 
mental nature of things (vastu-svabhava) and cannot 
see à man asa beast or a horse as an ass; it is the 
fundamental nature of perception, both normal and 
super-normal, that it distinguishes one object from 
another through a di-tingui-iiug feature; and thus, the 
perception of one atom of earth as distinct from 
another atom of the same kind, super-normal as it 
happens to be, should be accounted for by ascribing to 
each atom of earth a unique feature called wisesa. By 
following the same line of argument, it would be 
necessary to ascribe a zisesa to each of the atoms 
constituting producible substances (janya-drarya). 


These visesas should be taken to be self-discrimi- 
nating (Svatovydvariaka) or self-differentiated (svato 
vyãvrtta). If a wisesa were to be differentiated 
from another viścşa or from any other object 
through some distinctive feature other than itself 
or its own svarūpa, it would lead to an endless 


Cu. 1] PERCEPTION 27 


assumption oi distinctive features and thislire of 
thought cannot be sound as it is vitiated by ana- 
vasihà or endless regression, It follows necessarily 
that each cisesa stands isolated and unique; and er 
hypothesi, even a jdts called cisesatza, common to all 
the cisesas, becomes inadmissible for the reason that a 
visesa would cease to be self-descriminating were it to 
be associated with a Jati, every Jdti—including satt@— 
turning out tobe a differentia in cases of contrast with 
things devoid of that sats, 


All the Vaisesikas and Natyayikas agree that each 
atom should be taken to have a unique cisesa inherent 
in it, that the relation between a visesa and its abode 
is inherence (santazaya) and that visesas are eternal. 
There is, however, some difference of opinion as to 
whether every eternal substance should be taken to 
have avtsesa, It is necessary that each jiva (indivi- 
dual soul) and each manas should be assumed to ha e 
a unique zifesa; for, though, when a jiva is Ina state 
of bondage (baddha), he and his mind could be shown 
to have distinctive features in the form of distinctive 
experiences and such other characteristics, yet neither 
a liberated (mukta) jiva nor his mind could be differ- 
entiated from other liberated jivas and their minds, 
without ascribing to each of them a unique ८2५०९5; and 
there can be no difference of opinion about this matter 
among the Naiyayikas. With regard to ether (dkdsa), 
while some Naiyàyikas hold that a visesa should be as- 
cribed to it as the delimiting determinant of its causa- 
lity of sound  (fabda-sümavàytkáranatàüvcacchedaka), 
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others hold this is unnecessary. In the case of spatial 
direction (dik) and time (kala), if they are recognised 
to be distinct substances, they should betaken to have 
distinctive visesas; but, while the earlier Naiyayikas 
recognise dik and kêla to be eternal substances, distinct 
from others, the later Naiyàyikas, like Raghunatha 
Siromant, would bring dik and bala under God (cara), 
uncommon attributes like eternal omniscience being 
quite adequate to distinguish God from the rest with- 
out the help of a visesa of His own. It should be re- 
membered in this connection that, when the term visesa 
istaken in its usual sense of differentia, the phrase 
antya-visegsa is used to describe the unique category 
known as visesa, it being said to be antya for the reason 
that it stands at the end of all differentiating features, 
or for the reason that it inheres in eternal substances 
which transcend creation and destruction and are, 
therefore, denoted by the word anuta. 


When two substances come into contact with each 
other, their relation is called sayoga; and this relation 
is not of an intimate character and is separable. There 
is another type of relation which determines determi- 
nate cognitions of objects as associated with certain 
attributes (visista-pratiti) ; and this relation when it 
happens to connect two things of which one, as long as 
it does not become moribund or cease to exist, is always 
associated with the other—two things which are techni- 
cally called ayuta-siddha—is known as samavdya. 
This is an intimate type of relation recognised as sub- 
sisting between component parts and composite wholes 
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(acayaca and  acayazin), qualities and substances 
(guna and dravya), movements and moving substances 
(kraya and dravya), generic attributes and the indivi- 
duals forming a class (Jali and vyakt:), and particula- 
rities and eternal substances (visesa and nityadravya). 
The intimate relation of samavdya stands in marked 
contrast with contact (samiyoga) which is notan in- 
dissoluble relation and is easily lost. With some effort 
the Naiyàyikas distinguish samacáya from another type 
of relation recognised by them, which is known as 
scarüpa-sambandha or self-relation and which consists 
in one of the related things being looked upon as com- 
prising a relational phase forming a connecting link. 
For instance, time-relation (kalika-sambandha) is time 
(kala) itself looked upon as a connecting link between 
time and things limited in time. Numerous varieties of 
svariipa-sambandha are recognised by the Naiyayikas 
in all cases where cognition of an object with its 
adjunct (visista-fratiti), the configuration of which in- 
volves three cognised factors—an adjunct (vifesana), 
an object qualified by it (visesya) and their relation, 
has to be accounted for through some relation and 
where that relation cannot be contact or inherence 
(samyoga or samaváya). The conception of svarüpa- 
sambandha is pressed into service too much by the 
Naiyàyikas and is pushed too far in their view regard- 
ing the relation of tàdatmya (complete identity), which 
forms the relation underlying cognitions like this—‘a 
jar exists in itself’, It is maintained by the Naiyàyikas 
that, though a relation ordinarily implies difference, 
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the relation of identity should be considered an ex- 
ception and cannot be ignored since it is presented in 
valid experience. 


The Nyàya conception of Jati may, with advan- 
tage, be compared with the views held by the Vaiyà- 
karanas (Grammarians), Bhattas, Prabhakaras, Baud- 
dhas and Advaitins on this subject. The term jati, ac- 
cording to Indian Graminarians, primarily denotes 
class-attributes in the Nyaya sense; and terms denoting 
caste, lineage and followers of a Vedic school are also 
treated as terms denoting a jati for purposes of the 
application of certain grammatical rules framed with 
reference to terms denoting jati (jātivāci). The 
Bhatta-mimarisakas hold that a jal! like cowness 
(yotva), horseness (asvatva) is eternal, omnipresent 
and perceptible; that, though present everywhere, it is 
manifested only in and through the individual objects 
comprising a class and that such objects are called 
vyaktis chiefly for the reason that they serve to manifest 
jali; and that their relation to vyaktts is not inherence 
(samavaya) but relative identity or identity compatible 
with difference (taddtmya). The relation of tadàtmya, 
according to the Bhattas, is not absolute identity, 
as the Naiyayikas take it to be; but it is identity in a 
relative sense—4,e, identity (abheda) compatible with 
difference (bheda-sahisnu). Though difference and 
identity are ordinarily oppesed to each other, yet they, 
are taken by the Bhattas to be compatible with each 
other, on the ground that it is experience, after all, that 
determines the compatibility or incompatibility of two 


UH. I| PERCEPTION 91 


things and that experience warrants the recognition of 
difference, associated with identity, as forming the rela- 
tion between jdti and vyakti. In the proposition—'this 
is a horse’ (ayam aśvah), for instance, ‘this’ refers to 
a particular vyakii and ‘horse’, according to the 
Bhattas, primarily refers to horseness (aśvatva), which 
is a Jàli According to this view, in the judgment em- 
bodied in this proposition, a jāti is equated with a 
vyakH. But this equation cannot be absolute as, in 
that case, the two words ‘this’ and ‘horse’ would turn 
out to be synonyms. Therefore, the Bhattas argue 
that, on the strength of what is presented in cognition, 
a peculiar relation ^ >° ::, . in difference-cum-identity 
(bhedabhedau), should be recognised in the case of 
jdt! and vyakit, While Naiyàyikas restrict /átis to the 
first three categories—substances, qualities and acti- 
vities, the Bhattas ascribe the highest or the most com- 
prehensive j@fi called existence (sata) to those three 
categories and also to the fourth category, generality 
(samanya). The Prabhakaras, on the other hand, con- 
tend that a ja¢i or generic attribute can be recognised 
only in perceptible substances, and any common attri- 
bute which cannot be perceived alike by the learned and 
illiterate in vyaktis should not be regarded as a jàti, 
It would follow from this that cowness (gotva) and 
such other attributes may be regarded as jdtis, while 
existence (Satid), substanceness (dravyatva), and such 
other attributes are not jdtis, According to these 
philosophers, the relation between a jati and vyakti is 
inherence (samavdya), as in the Nyaya system, the re- 
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lation of tadatmya consisting in difference-cum-identity 
being discarded as an impossible jumble, 


The Buddhistic idealists would reduce all j@tzs to 
the negative formof ‘difference from the rest’ (svetara- 
bheda), cowness (gotva), for instance, being no 
more than difference from things other than a cow 
(gavetarabheda). They ridicule the Nyàya doctrine of 
jati in this strain:—“Eternal cowness, dogness, assness 
and such other jat1zs—where do they exist, after all the 
cows, dogs and asses cease to exist at the time of uni- 
versal dissolution (pralaya)? Do they exist in God? 
Tosay so would be blasphemy. When a dogoran 
ass or a cow dies, does its jati leave it? It cannot do 
so, for the reason that only substances can move. 
When a cow is just born, how does it come 
to have cowness? It cannot be said that cow- 
ness is produced in a new-born calf, for jati is eternal 
and has no origin. Nor can it be said that a Jati loses 
some of its parts when a cya£!z ceases to exist, and 
acquires additional parts as new ™yaktis are produced; 
for eternal jádí!is can have no parts. Indeed, in your 
doctrine of jdit, you have brought a hornet's nest to 
your ears.” "The Advaitic monists of the post-Sankare 
and pre-Sankara stages in the history of Indian monism 
cleverly use the Nyàya theory of jati to their profit, by 
showing that the highest jati, existence (sata), is the 
grand generality (mahāsīmānya), which represents the 
only absolute reality called Brahman, and that the 
various cyaktis and smaller jätis like yotva and aszatva 
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are but appearances super-imposed upon the absolute: 
satia. 


Inherence (Samaz'dya) is recognised by Prabha- 
karas in cases where two inseparable things (aytta- 
siddha) are intimately connected with each other; but 
it 1s taken to be eternal in cases where both the related 
objects are eternal, and non-eternal in other cases. It is. 
the obsession of economy (/dghava) that has led the 
Naiyayikas to hold that inherence is eternal and one. 
In the place of saniardya, the Bhattas and Advaitins 
recognize the relation of difference-cum-identity (tadat- 
mya). WVisesas, in the sense in which the Vaisesikas. 
and Naiyàáyikas recognize them, are not recognized by: 
other Indian philosophers, who find it easy to disprove 
the necessity for recognizing ci$esa5 by pointing out that 
the self-discriminating capacity ascribed to zisesas 
might be attributed, with advantage, to eternal substan- 
ces themselves. 


In order to completely understand the Nyàya doc- 
trine of 76077, it is necessary to pay some attention to the 
principles which Udayanacarya, one of the greatest 
exponents of Nyiya in the tenth century, laid down for 
determining which of the numerous common attributes 
presented in one's experience should be treated as jätis 
and which should not be. These principles are sixt— 
(1) the individuals in question being only one (vyak- 
tyabheda); (2) the individuals in question being the 
same—neither more nor less (7४1०7२) ; (3) attributes 
which exclude each other in some places being found 
together elsewhere (sanikara); (4) endless regression 

3 
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(anavasthā); (5) giving up the distinctive feature 
made out ex hypothesi (rüpahànt) ; and (6) the absence 
of the necessary relation (asambandha). In his 
Kiranavali, Udayana sums up these six principles in 
this verse :— 


“Vyakterabhedastulyatvam samkaro'thanacasthitih ; 
Rüpahànirasambandho jatibadhakbasaigraha]." 


Etherness (akašatzca) cannot be a jati, for the 
obvious reason that, according to Naiyayikas, ether is 
eternal and one and that there is no question of form- 
ing a class consisting of several similar individuals. 
There can be no distinction between jarness and potness 
(kalasatva and ghataiva), as the jars or pots, which 
form the class in view and to which the generic attri- 
bute in question is ascribed, happen to be the same. 
Senseness (indriyaiva) co-exists with elementness 
(bhütatva) in the external senses like the visual sense 
constituted by fire; indriyatva is dissociated from 
bhütatvain the mind (manas), which is not a bhūta; 
bhütalva alone exists in a jar, which is made of earth 
and not a sense; the only possible relations that are 
warranted by experience, between two attributes re- 
Coie to be satis, are inclusiveness and mutual exclu- 
siveness ; for instance the sphere of dravyatva includes 
that of ghatatva, while ghatatva and patatva (jarness 
and clothness) are mutually exclusive; so, neither tndri- 
yatva nor bhitatva can be regarded as a jati, on the 
ground of unwarranted blend (sdmarya). If all the 
jdtis were to be supposed as having a jdt! common to 
them there would be endless regression in this way. 
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Suppose the jdtis we start with are three—a, b and c; 
if we assume that these three }dtis have a jdt! common 
to them called +, the total number of jätis would become 
four—o, b, c and ¥; and having committed ourselves to 
the position that there should be a jdt! common to all 
jàHs, the meaning of the word all will increase at every 
step by one more jati being added to the list and we 
should go on assuming an endless series of atis com- 
mon to all jutis, like x, x1, v2, #3, Thus, on the ground 
of endless regression (anavastAà), a jati called jatitva, 
common to all ;átis, cannot be recognized. To say that 
visesatva is a Jati common to all the ziSesas would be 
fatal to the distinctive feature of self-differentiation 
(scato-cyàvartakatva), which is ascribed ex-Aypothesi 
to visesas, The hypothesis of antya-cisesas (ultimate 
particularities) is put forward for differentiating 
eternal substances which could not be otherwise differ- 
entiated. If the antya-visesas were to have a jdti—wife- 
satta common to them, they would cease to be self-differ- 
entiating ; for ia the case of objects having jätis fit to be 
treated as differenti, it is a well-established habit of 
thought to rely upon such generic differentix for pur- 
poses of differentiation and not upon the things them- 
selves that have to be differentiated. Thus visesatva 
cannot be treated as a 7Gti, since it would jeopardise the 
distinctive feature of vtfesas—svato-vydvartakatva and 
thus involve ripahdns. Negation-ness (abhévatva) is 
a feature common to all the varieties of non-existence 
(abhàva); but this common feature cannot be regarded 
as a jāti, for the reason that there is difficulty in recog- 
nizing the relation of inherence (Saiia:dya) as a link 
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serving to make abhdva the substratumof any attribute 
or the attribute of any substratum. In cases like this, 
the jatibadhaka is called asambandha, the required re- 
lation of inherence being impossible. 

Sdmanya and visesa may appropriately be described 
as the two poles of the pluralistic realism of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika system. Satta, the highest sdménya, to 
which the Naiyáyikas rise with a true philosophic in- 
stinct, is not allowed to exhibit itself in its full glory as 
the all-comprehending absolute reality, Between the 
two poles of samanya and vtsesa, the pluralistic uni- 
verse of Nyàya is sought to be fitted to a threefold 
scheme of external relations—contact (samyoga), self- 
linking relation (svarüpa-sambandha) and inherence 
(samavàya)— a scheme which, with the eternal and 
intimate relation of samavdya, turns out to be the Pro- 
crustean bed of Nyaya thought, The Nyaya doctrines 
of samanya, visesa and samavaya exhibit fatal weak- 
nesses. If uniformity of experience should necessitate 
the assumption of samanya and if the principle of 
parsimony (ldghava) should lead toa samanya being 
taken to be eternal, strict consistency in thought would 
necessarily result in one absolute all-comprehending 
reality in the shape of sattā being recognized and thus 
the Advaitic monist would find it easy to demolish the 
oluralistic realism of Nyàya. If antya-viscsas should 
be taken to be self-discriminating to avoid anavasthd, 
why should not the  self-discriminating capacity, 
ascribed to them, be attributed to such eternal sub- 
stances as could not be otherwise distinguished and 
thus save the Nyàya thought from the cumbersome 
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doctrine of viśeşas? The Nyāya philosopher, who 
takes samavàya to be eternal and one and yet seeks to 
avoid inherence of colour (rüpa-samaváya) being ab- 
surdly jumbled together with the inherence of touch 
(sparga-samavaya) in air, which is a colourless sub- 
stance, is only swallowing a camel but straining ata 
gnat, when he refuses to accept the relation of relative 
identity (tadatmya=bheddbhedanu) in the place of in- 
herence on the ground that bheda and abheda are in- 
compatible. 
3 (g) 

T—Non-existence is of 
four kinds:—antecedent non- 
existence, annihilative non-exis- 
tence, absolute non-existence and 
mutual non-existence. 

In rendering the term abhdva, the two terms non- 
existence and negation are commonly used. Of these 
two, the former term is nearer to the Sanskrit word 
abhàva; and the latter term is likely to prove some- 
what misleading, as it primarily refers to negative ex- 
pression rather than to the negative category denoted 
by such expression, In the previous section, it was 
pointed out that abhdvatvacould not be treated as a jah, 
Some Naijàyikas take abhdvaiva to be an akhando- 
padhi, while others describe it as consisting in the 
negation of sattá (existence) through the relation of 
inherence (sanmavàya) as wellas its negation through 
co-inherence (ckartha-samavdya). Abhava is defined 
as a thing which neither has samavdya nor is 
Saniavaya, 
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Things which are yet to be produced are referred 
to as non-existent prior to their production. When 
threads are ready anda cloth awaits production, it is 
said “Here, a cloth will come into being" (atra pato 
lhavisyati). Such expressions conveying the non- 
existence of a product prior to its creation should be 
relied upon as evidence of antecedent non-existence 
(pragabhéi'a). According to the Naiyayikas, every 
producible object (arya) is invariably preceded by its 
own antecedent non-existence (prágabhàca), which is 
also regarded as a necessary part of the causal machi- 
nery required for producing aneffect. This forms an 
important element in the creationistic theory of causa- 
tion upheld by the Naiyayikas. They maintain that a 
pragabhava has no beginning but comes to an end at 
the moment of the creation of its counter-correlative 
(pratiyogin)—which is the product in question; that 
its abode is invariably the intimate or material cause 
(samavàgi-karana); that it is destroyed by the com- 
plete causal apparatus which immediately produces the 
effect in question; and that it is usually referred to by 
an expression which, though affirmative in form, con- 
veys an implied negation—such as “Here the jar will 
come into being" (atra ghato bhavisyati). The Nyàya 
theory of creationism (d@rambha-vdda) is as insepa- 
rably bound up with the view tnat what is destroyed 
is annihilated completely and can never arise again, as, 
on the other side, with the view that what is created is 
produced for the first time and never existed before. 
Every created bhava (positive entity) is, therefore, 
hemmed in between two kinds of non-existence, ante- 
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cedent and annihilative (prdgabhdva and dhvarisa). 
Pradhvaiiisa is thus produced; and it can never come 
to an end, since the end of dhvaiiisa would mean the 
regeneration of what is once annihilated —which, ac- 
cording to Naiyayikas, is impossible. Dhzazisa, like 
Pra@uahhdaca, abides in the intimate or inherent cause of 
what is destroyed and it is presented in experiences, 
such as ‘the jar is annihilated’ and ‘the annihilation of 
the jar is produced’ (‘yhato dhiastah’, ‘ghatadhvaiiso 
jatal’). Some Naiyayikas of the Nuddea school, like 
Raghunatha Siromani, hold that, though it is clearly 
necessary to recognize dhzvamsa on the strength of cer- 
tain experiences common to all, it cannot be said that 
pragabhaca is supported by any such experience and 
antecedent negation may well be explained as no more 
than complete non-existence (atyantabhdva) viewed 
particularly in association with the time preceding the 
creation of the effect in question. The earlier school 
of Nyaya, however, argues that, if the prior non-exis- 
tence of a cloth (pata-prdgubhaiv'a) were not recognized 
as a special type of non-existence, having no beginning 
but coming to an end at the moment at which the cloth 
comes into being, the absurd result that the same cloth 
is produced again and again in an endless series of 
successive moments (patadhdrdpati1) would follow; 
and that, if the prior non-existence of a cloth be re- 
cognized as a special type of non-existence forming 
one of the factors constituting the causal apparatus 
of the cloth, no such absurd result would follow, one 
of the causes of the cloth, viz. its own pragabhava, 
ceasing to exist at the first moment of the creation of 
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the cloth. ‘On this spot there is no jar’ (atra bhiiale 
ghato ndsti)—expressions like this, and experien- 
ces corresponding to, and embodied in them, refer to a 
certain type of non-existence which is not restricted to 
the past, present or future but has reference to all 
time. In this respect, this variety of abhava stands 
out in sharp contrast to the two varieties, already men- 
tioned—pragabhàva and dhvarisa and is called atyanta- 
bhava, absolute non-existence, its presence being en- 
tirely independent of its counter-correlative (prati- 
yogin) being produced or destroyed. Absolute non- 
existence (atyantabhdva) is eternal and the pluralistic 
universe of Nyàya is wide enough to accommodate in- 
numerable such atyantabhàvas, 


The concept of abhdva is complex and involves 
Several factors. In order to encompass completely an 
abhàva in thought, one has to think of it in association 
with five factors—'z., counter-correlative (fratiyogin), 
correlated substratum (anwyogtn), the determining ad- 
junct of the former which delimits the scope of 
counter-correlativeness (pratiyogitdavacchedakadharma), 
the adjunct delimiting the scope of the substratumness 
(anuyogitd), and the relation which determines the 
counter-correlativeness of an object (fratryogità- 
vacchedakasambandha), Taking a specific instance of 
atyantàbhàva, such as is embodied in the proposition— 
‘On this spot there is no jar’ (atra Dhütale ghato 
nāsti), these five factors may be illustrated. What is 
intended to be denied, or that object the non-existence 
of which is referred to here, is not a particular jar 
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but the whole class of jars. What is sought to be 
conveyed is that no jar is present here, not even a 
single jar. In this case, jar, in general, is the prati- 
yogin and the sphere of its pratiyogitā is delimited by 
jarness (ghatatva), 1.c. —it is found wherever jarness 
is found or in every jar. In other words, in this case 
jarness (ghatatva) is said to be the pratiyogitavacche- 
dakadharma. A reference to the non-existence of an 
object amounts to a dental of its existence. When one 
thinks of the existence of an object, one has to think 
of its presence ina certain place through some rela- 
tion. This relation which is intended to be brought 
within the scope of the denial kept in view is known 
as the relation determining the pralivogile (pratiyo- 
gitàvacchedakasambandha). In other words, itis the 
relation through which the counter-correlative is in- 
tended to be conceived of as present, in the particular 
place, if it were present there. The intended relation 
may vary in different cases. In the case of the abhava 
referred to in the proposition ‘There is no jar in con- 
tact with this place’ (atra samyogena ghato nàsti), the 
relation kept in view as determining the presence of 
the object denied (pratiyoyitavacchedakasambandha) 
iscontact (saiiyoga). On the other hand, in the case 
of the abhdva referred to in the proposition—‘There 
is no jar inherent in this place’ (atra samavüyena 
ghato nàsti), inherence (samaváya) constitutes such a 
relation. The former of these two propositions may 
be true where the non-existence of a jar is predicated 
‘as present in the component part of a jar (kapala); 
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while in tbat case the latter proposition would not be 
true. Fora kapala may not have any jar in contact 
with it; but a kapala must have inherent in it the jar of 
which it is a component part. The place in which the 
non-existence of an object is said to be present is 
anuyogin and its adjunct which delimits the scope of 
the substratumness (anuyogità) is called the anu- 
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is necessary. To say ‘there is no jar on the earth 

altogether different. In the former case, this-spot- 
ness  (etadbhütalatva) is the amuuyogitàvacchedaka- 
dharma; and in the latter case it is earthness (bhaiala- 
tva)—a feature common to the whole of this world. 
For the reason that the cognition of abhdva is so 
complex as to comprise these five factors, it is placed 
on a par with a cognition of an object associated with 
an adjunct (visistabuddhi), the abhdva itself being 
treated as the chief object (visesya) and the remaining 
factors set forth above being regarded as adjuncts 
(visesana). In the case of prayabhavas and dhvain- 
sas also, to know them definitely would be to cognise 
them in association with these five factors, the contain- 
ing correlative or correlated substratum (anuxogin) 
of these two varieties of abhdva being the respective 
inherent cause (Samazdyi-kdrana) and the relation 
determining their pratiyogitā being inherence (sama- 
vaya). These three abhavas—prayabhava, dhvaisa 
and atyantdbhdva—are otherwise known as ‘+7: cn .a- 
abhüva, varieties of non-existence, the praityogità of 
which is delimited by some relation other than complete 
identity (tdddimya), Mutual negation or differen- 
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tiative non-existence (anyonyaábhàva-bheda) amounts 
to difference; and itis a variety of non-existence, the 
prat!yogitd of which is determined by identity (tadat- 
mya=aikya). ‘A jar is not a cloth’ (yhatah pato na) 
—in propositions like this, difference (amnvonyabhaca, 
mutual non-existence) is referred to. In this case, the 
presence of a jar in a cloth, or of aclothina jar, 
through the relation of complete identity, is denied; or, 
for all practical purposes, the identity of the two ob- 
jects referred to is denied. It should be borne in mind 
that tadatmya, in the Nyaya sense, is absolute identity 
and that tadatmya, in the Bhatta sense, is relative 
identity or difference-cum-identity. The variety of 
abhdava is eternal in the case of eternal objects and 
non-eternal in other cases. Some old  Naiyayikas 
speak of a certain. type of abhdva called sdinayika- 
bhava, which, according to them, is a temporary 
variety of non-existence cognized, for instance, in the 
place from which a jar is removed for a time and to 
which it 15 re-introduced afterwards. But the general 
sense of the Naiyàyikas is in favour of equating 
samayikábhàca with ever-lasting atyantabhaca, which 
may be cognized for a time and may not be presented 
in certain forms of thought, owing to the absence 
of the relation determining the prerence of abhāva 
in a Certain place. In the case of an ab/Aaca, the rela- 
tion which determines its presence in a certain place, 
or its being contained (dd/icya) in a container (adhi- 
karana) is known as vaisistya. This is but a variety 
of self-linking relation (svaripa-sambandha) and con- 
sists in the particular container itself viewed in asso- 
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ciation with the particular moment at which the 
counter-correlative in question (pratiyoyin) is not 
present on that spot; in other words, the particular 
container, as such, constitutes the caisistya. 


It is noteworthy here that, accordingto the Natya- 
yikas of the older school, total non-existence is never 
cogni-ed in the substratum of antecedent or annihila- 
tive non-existence. (DAhcamsaprágabhavad hikaranc at- 
yantabhavoe nángikrivate). This is not accepted by 
the later Naiyàyikas. Some Naiyàyikas hold that the 
delimiting adjunct of fratiyogitd, in the caseof an 
at yautdbhàca, may be an attribute which never belongs 
to the particular pratiyogin, Forinstance, in the pro- 
position—‘A jar does not exist as determined by cloth- 
ness’ (yhatah patatvena ndstt)—jar is the Pratiyogin 
and clothness (patafia) is the pratiyogitavacchedaka- 
dharma, "This type of atyantdbhadva is known as 
cvyadhiRaranadharmdvacchinnaprativogitakdbhdva — a 
form of non-existence whose counter-correlativeness 
is determined by a deitmitiny adjunct which is never 
co-existent with what is delimited by it. This form 
of non-existence is omnipresent (kevalānvayi) and is 
co-eXistent even with its own pratiyogin—which is 
not ordinarily possible. Several later Naiyayikas 
reject this view and explain cases like ‘y/atah patatvena 
ndsti', by taking the total non-existence of clothness 
(patatvdtyantabhdva) to be referred to. Advanced 
students of Advaita would be able to see how the 
theory of ‘non-existence delimited by an incompatible 
adjunct’ (c'yadhiRaranadharmdvacchinnapratiyogitaka- 
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bhāva) turns out to be a treacherous device which 
Advaitins could conveniently use in proving the un- 
reality of the world. 


There is much divergence among the different 
schools of Indian philosophy inthis matter. A stu- 
dent of Nyaya should be able to contrast the Nyaya 
view of abhāva with the views of the Bhattas and 
Prabhakaras about abhdva. Like the Naiyayikas the 
Bhattas also hold that abhāva is a distinct category. 
The latter maintain that every reality has a positive 
side consisting of positive attributes, and a negative 
side represented by non-existence (abhava), Thus 
abhàca is an attribute of reality—a bAhacadharma or 
vastudharma, According to the Bhattas, abhdva is 
cognised by a special instrument of cognition, which is 
called non-cognition (anupalabdht) and which consists 
in the non-cognition of an object when all the condi- 
tions necessary for its cognition are present. In the 
Bhatta scheme of pramānas (instruments of valid 
cognition), anupalabdhi is given the sixth place and 
it is known as the sasthapramdna and it is itself some- 
times called abhāva. The term abhāva used in the 
sense of anupulabdhi, should not be confounded with 
the abhadva whichis the object of this pramdna 
(premeya). The Natyayikas, on the other hand, con- 
sider that abhdva is known through one or the other, 
as the case may be, of the prvamidnas recognized by 
them. In fact, of the four pramdnas recognized by 
them—viz.: pratyaksa (perception), anumdna (in- 
ference), upamdna (comparison) and sabda (verbal 
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testimony ) —abháca may come within the scope of the 
first, second or the fourth, as the case may be. The 
Natyayikas contend that non-cognition, or strictly 
speaking, effectual non-cognition (vogvdnupalabdhi), 
serves as a necessary accessory to pratyaksa, in cogni- 
zing abhāva. Inthe case of a saiilsargdbhara, it can 
be perceived only when its pratiyogin happens to be 
perceptible; while in the case of anyonyabhdva, it can 
be perceived only when its anuyoyin is perceptible. For 
instance, one would be able to perceive the non-exis- 
tence of a jar on a certain spot, but not the non-exis- 
tence of air in a place; whereas, one could perceive the 
difference from ether (akasa-b/eda) in a jar. The 
Naiyayikas further explain that the effectuality 
( yogyatd) of non-cognition (anupalabdhi) when it 
helpsa pramana In, .. |7 , abhdva, consists in there 
being no cognition when all the conditions required for 
it are present, 


The Prabhakaras refute the theories that ab/iàca 
is a distinct category and that anupalabdhi is a distinct 
pramana, They contend that the basis of negative pro- 
positions is the mere container (kcvalādhikarana). 
For instance, in the proposition “ Here, on this spot, 
there is no jar", the only thing which, in fact, is re- 
ferred to is the empty floor (kevala-bhiitala), If 
abhdva should thus be equated with the empty container 
(Bevaladhikarana), it might easily be argued from the 
opposite camp that this is an evasive trick of the Prà- 
bhakaras which could be easily seen through and that 
the concept of the ‘emptiness of the container’ inevi- 
tably presupposes non-existence. The Prdbhdkaras, 


Cu. 1] PERCEPTION 47 


however, meet this diffculty by explaining that the 
phrase *empty container’ is only a description of the 
form of the cognition underlying negative statements 
and that ablidz'a, strictly speaking, is the cognition of 
the container, and of nothing else, in such circum- 
stances as would necessarily lead to the missing object 
(pratiyoyin) being cognized, were it present. One of 
the greatest Prabhakaras—Salikanatha—describes 
abhāva thus in the Prakaranapaficikà :—“ Abhdva is 
the cognition of that (container) alone, when the 
prattyogin (the thing denied in negative statements) 
ought to have been perceived were it present" (drsye 
pratiyogint ya tadckavisaya buddhih sad tadabhdvo 
vyapadisyatc). This view shows a clear idealistic 
leaning. The weak spot in this theory is that it fails 
to account adequately for the specific reference to 
#ratiyogin in negative propositions, since it would be 
fatal to the Prabhakara view to connect the cognitions 
underlying them with anything other than the container 
and it has to be necessarily said that emptiness is not 
presented as an adjunct in such cognitions. 

In order to avoid needless complications and also 
endless regression in some cases, abhàvábhava is 
equated by the Naiyayikas with the corresponding 
bhava (positive entity), on the ground that a denial 
of the non-existence of a thing amounts to an affirma- 
tion of the corresponding positive entity. Where one 
abhdva is said to be present in another abhüva, some 
Naiyayikas equate the contained abhdva with the other 
abhdva which represents the ..::aivin, substratum 
(adhikarana). It would be useful to note here that 
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difference from a certain object is reciprocally co-ex- 
tensive with the absolute negation of the differentia of 
that object. Difference from a jar (yhatabheda) is 
mutually co-extensive with the absolute non-existence 
of jarness (gAatatvatyantabhàva). 


Abhàca is one of the realities recognized by the 
Naiyayikas. Ina sense, it might be said that it is the 
reality of the greatest moment in the pluralistic universe 
of Nyàya. Final emancipation (mukti or apacarga) is 
the highest aim of spiritual life in Nyaya as well as in 
other systems of Indian philosophy. In Nyaya, mukti 
consists in the annihilation of all evils (duhkhas), the 
term duhkha in this context comprising everything 
connected with voluntary activity and leading directly 
or indirectly to the cycle of death and birth (pretyva- 
bhàva) and including in this manner every form of 
pleasure (sukha). In the language of Nyàya, mukti 
is dtyantikaduhRhadhvansa, lt would be a mistake to 
suppose that the Naiyayikas are pessimists. In fact, 
no system of Indian philosophy can be said to be 
pessimistic; for pessimism, in a strict sense, affords no 
hope or solace, but every system of Indian philosophy 
aims at the attainment of what it believes to be the 
highest good and expects its adherents to find comfort 
in the summum bonum it offers to them, One can 
easily see why Naiyàyikas attach so much importance 
to abhāva, having due regard to its close relation to the 
Nyaya conception of mukti. 


At this stage, it would be useful to consider the 
Nyaya conception of sambandha (relation), with parti- 
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cular reference to the Nyaya theory of difference 
(anyonydbhéva). The Naiyayikas maintain that rela- 
tion always presupposes difference and that difference 
invariably involves total exclusion of identity. Accord- 
ing to this view of sambandha, it may be said that 
relation in the Nyaya system is wholly external, and in 
no case internal, Bearing this in mind, one cannot 
easily understand the rationale of the way in which the 
Nyaya realists bring relations under different categories 
—contact (samyoga) being brought under quality 
(guna), inherence (samavaya) representing a distinct 
category, and self-relation (svariipa-sambandha) being 
reducible to the form of one or the other of the seven 
categories, as the case may be. The Naiyàyikas hold 
that not only the simples which unite into complex 
wholes, but the complex wholes also, exist as indepen- 
dent entities and that neither the simples nor the wholes, 
when they happen to be the relata of some relation, lose 
their independence. In Western philosophical literature 
those relations are said to be external which bring the 
relata together without unifying them, and internal 
relations are said to be rooted in the very nature of 
things and serve to transform and to unify, though in 
varying degrees. In Indian philosophy, the relation of 
difference-cum-identity (tdddimya) is essentially an 
internal relation, according to the Sarhkhya, Bhatta and 
Advaita systems. In these systems, where difference 
is not wholly incompatible with identity, where causa- 
tion is not new creation, but transformation to some 
extent, and where all relations may be said to involve 
difference and identity in some sense and no relation 
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can be recognised in cases of absolute difference, it can 
be easily seen that no relation is strictly external and 
nothing which does not unify, in some sense, can be 
considered a relation. In the Nyaya-Vaisesika system, 
difference is uncompromising and amounts to a total 
negation of tdddtmya in the sense of complete identity; 
it is an external reality and not a mere conceptual 
product; it is presupposed by every relation, and every 
relation is thus external. It may be asked whether 
complete identity (atyantabheda = tadatmya), which is 
treated as a sambandha by the Naiyayikas in all cases 
where a thing is equated with itself, is also an external 
relation. To this question, a Naiyayika would reply 
that nothing can be said to be rooted in the nature of a 
thing, in view of the fact that an attribute (dharma) is 
wholly different from a qualified thing (dharmin), a 
composite whole (avayavin) is totally different from 
its component parts (avayava), Jah is totally different 
from vyaki, and that in all cases of relation, the relata, as 
such are different from cach other. Even in cases where 
complete identity (aikya = tdddtmya) is recognized to 
serve as relation, though the relation amounts to a 
negation of difference (bhedabhava), yet there would be 
no inconsistency in recognizing difference between the 
relata as such; for, where a jar is conceived of as 
existing in a jar through the relation of identity, what 
is denied is the difference between a jar and itself, as 
determined by jarness (ghatatva), the difference 
presupposed by the sambandha, in that case, having 
reference to the relata as such—t.c. as determined by 
relatedness (sambandhitea). The opponents of Nyàya 
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realism point out that the conception of relation, which 
is based upon uncompromising difference incompatible 
with identity, is unsustainable, in as much as the 
fundamental function of every relation is to unify, 
in however small a measure it may be, and fos 
the reason thatit would be absurd to speak of amy 
relation of proximity or distance between entirely 
different things such as Madras and Monday or Vara- 
nasi and Friday. A Naiyayika would meet this kind 
of objection by saying that the fundamental function of 
relation is to bring together and not to unify— io glue 
and not to weld or solder or fuse, and that any two 
things can be brought together or glued together through 
a relation. With an unyielding pertinacity, the Nyàya 
realism clings to the conception of uncompromising 
difference and seeks to represent that all relations must 
be taken to be cxternal, Nevertheless the philosophical 
integrity of Nyàya thought pulls in the opposite direc- 
tion and inevitably leads to compromises with the phi- 
losophical systems recognising internal relations; and 
such compromises are to be found in samiyoga—t1he 
most prominent type of external relation which is 
possible only between independent substances (dravya) 
—being regarded as a quality (guna) which, along with 
the related elements (samyukta) where it inheres, forms 
pairs of inseparables (ayutasiddha) ; in samavaya being 
regarded as an intimate relation and in the somewhat 
clumsy efforts made to save its externality by making 
it eternal and one and by letting it survive its relata in 
several cases; and in the very conception of self-rela- 
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tion (svaraipa-sambandha), more especially in the con- 
ception of complete identity (abheda) asa variety of 
self-relation. These compromises are indeed the weak 
spots in the walls of the realistic fortress of Nyaya, 
at which the opponents of Nyaya, like the Bhattas and 
Advaitins, find it easy to effect convenient breaches. 
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T—Of them, earth is that 
which has smell. It isof two 
kinds—eternal and non-eternal. 
Its eternal variety consists of 
atoms. Its non-eternal variety 
consists of its products. Again, 
itis of three kinds—the three 
varieties being the body (sarira), 
the sense (indriya) and other 
objects (visaya). The earthen 
body is the body that belongs to 
the beings of our class. The 
earthen sense is the olfactory 
sense by which one perceives 
smell; and that sense finds its 
abode in the tip of the nose. The 
earthen objects (“isaya) are 
clay, stones and such other 
things. 

9 


T—Water is that which has 
cold touch. It is of two kinds— 
eternal and non-eternal The 
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eternal variety consists of atoms, 
The non-eternal variety consists 
of its products. Again, it is of 
three kinds—the three varieties 
being the body, the sense and 
other objects. The body made 
of water is found in the world 
of the Water-God. The sense 
made of water is the gustatory 
sense by which one perceives 
taste; and that sense resides in 
the tip of the tongue. The ob- 
jects made of water are rivers» 
ocean and such others. 


6 

T—Fire is that which has 
hot touch. It is of two kinds— 
eternal and non-eternal, Its 
eternal variety consists of atoms. 
Its non-eternal variety consists 
ofits products. Again, it is of 
three kinds—the three varieties 
being the body, the sense, and 
other objects. The body made of 
fire is in the world of Sun. The 
sense made of fireis the visual 
sense by which one perceives 
colour; and that sense resides in 
the foremost part ofthe dark 
pupil of the eye. The objects 
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made of fire are of four kinds, 
the four varieties being the light 
of the earth, that of the sky, that 
of the stomach and that of the 
mine. The common fire which 
people use and its varieties be- 
long to the earth. Lighining and 
such other varieties, with water 
as fuel, belong to the sky. The 
gastric variety is what digests the 
food. Gold and such other 
lustrous metals form the variety 
which is dug out of a mine, 


7 

T—The air is that which 
has touch but no colour. It is 
of two kinds—eternal and non- 
eternal. Its eternal variety con- 
sists of atoms. Its non-eternal 
variety consists of its products, 
Again, it is of three kinds — the 
three varieties being the body, 
the sense and other objects. The 
body made of airis found in the 
world of the Wind-God. The 
sense made of air is the tactus 
by which one perceives touch; 
and that sense is found all over 
the body. The object made of 
air is the air that shakes trees 
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and such other things. The arr 
that moves about within the 
body is the vital air, which, 
though one in itself, is called 
differently as prana, apana, 
etc., according as its abodes in 
the body differ. 


8 
T—Ether is that which has 
sound as its quality. That is 
one, all-pervasive and eternal. 


In the texts given above, the first five substances 
are defined and classified. These definitions, with the 
required amplification, are faultless, according to the 
requirements of what a Naiyàyika would consider a 
valid definition, In these five definitions, the relation 
connecting the respective qualities with the respective 
substances is inherence (samavàya). In order to make 
the first four definitions quite accurate so as to cover 
cases of earth, water, fire and air in tbe first moments 
of their creation (wtpatit-Rsana), the device of jātigha- 
tttalaksana, already referred to on page 10 supra, is 
adopted. In the definition of ether (G#dsa), the word 
quality (guna) is intended to indicate that sound is the 
only visesaguna of this substance. In the Nyàya 
system, as in the other systems of Indian philosophy, 
the five substances—earth, water, fire, air and ether— 
are said to be the five elemental beings (bhūta). The 
Naiyáyikas define a bhüta as a substance having a 
special quality which may be perceived ‘by one or the 
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other of the external senses (bahirindriyagrahya- 
vifesagunavat); and the bhütas are contrasted with 
what are called mirtas in Nyaya. There are five 
marta substances—earth, water, fire, air and mind 
(manas). A marta is a moving substance (kriyã- 
$raya). 


In the case of earth, water, fire and air, two 
varieties are spoken of—the eternal and the non- 
eternal. The eternal variety in each case is said to be 
represented by atoms (faramümu). This leads to 
a consideration of the atomic hypothesis of the Nyaya- 
Vai$egika system. This hypothesis is closely connect- 
ed with the Nyàya-Vaisesika theory of causation and 
it forms the pivotal part of the Nyaya-Vaisesika cosmo- 
gony. Though it had its origin mainly in the specu- 
lative thought of Nyàya metaphysics, it exercised a 
profound influence over many a doctrine of the plura- 
listic realism of Nyàya and it is in no sense less worthy 
of consideration than the corresponding atomism which, 
till recently, swayed scientific thought in the Western 
world, until it came to be replaced by the theory reduc- 
ing every atom to a miniature solar system consisting 
of numerous small electrons gyrating round a sun in 
the centre. The course of speculative reasoning which 
led the exponents of the Nyaya-Vaisesika system to 
formulate the atomic hypothesis should receive due 
attention here. All visible substances are composite 
structures consisting of component parts joined together 
and are large, i.e. have the size (parimana) called 
largeness (mahattva). Largeness (mahativa) and 
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smallness (amutva) are the two main varieties of 
size recognized by the Naiyayikas and they vary 
between two extreme limits, the highest and the 

lowest. The highest limit of mahattva is called 
paramamahativa and is ascribed to all-pervasive 
substances (vibhudravya). The lowest limit of 
ntahativa belongs to the smallest visible substance—-say 
a mote floating in a sunbeam, one of the conditions of 
visual preception being association with the size, mahat- 
tva, to the minimum degree atleast. The highest limit 
of smallness (anutva) is the smallest conceivable size 
(anutaiatva— parimándalya), which is attributed to 
atoms (paramdnu). Even the smallest visible subs, 
tance is a composite structure consisting of component 
parts (sdvayava), because it is a visible substance 
{céksusadravya). We know this from our observation 
of the nature of visible substances like a jar. We 
know also from our observation of the nature of the 
component parts of visible substances that such parts 
produce discrete wholes possessing mahativa (largeness) 
and are themselves discrete wholes consisting of 
distinct parts. In other words, from our observation, 
we arrive at the generalisation—whichever forms a 
part of a large substance (mahaddrambhaka) is itself a 
discrete whole made up of parts (sdvayava). So, even 
the constituent part of the smallest visible substance— 
say the smallest mote seen floating in a sunbeam isa 
discrete whole made up of parts (sdvayava). An 
endless assumption of parts would involve the defect 
of endless regression (amavasthàá), which is generally 
regarded in Indian philosophy as a fatal objection to 
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the recognition of causal relation or to explanation. It 
would, therefore, be necessary that the process of divi- 
ston should stop at some point and the point at which it 
Stops is the last conceivable part (avayava). It would 
be most reasonable to recognize that as the last con- 
ceivable part, beyond which no kind of argument con- 
strains us to recognize further parts. Beyond the parts 
constituting the component elements of the smallest 
visible motes, there is no necessity to recognise further 
parts, the reason constraining the recognition of parts 
in the smallest visible substances being that the latter 
are visible and, likewise, the recognition of parts in the 
constituents of the smallest visible substances being 
that those constituents cause a composite whole which 
is large (mahadàrambhaka), and there being no such 
compelling reason in the case of the component parts 
of such constituents, since those parts are neither visible 
nor members of a large substance. The whole argu- 
ment is usually stated thus in the form ot two syllo- 
gisms in Sanskrit :— 


* Jálasüryamaricistham yat siksmatamam drśyate 
tat sávayavam, caksusadravyatvat, ghatavat, Tadaca- 
yavo’pi sávayavah, mahadàrambhakatvàt, kapalavat,”’ 


The smallest visible substance forming the minor 
term (paksa) in the first of these two syllogisms is 
called trutt or trasarenu and is regarded as a triad or 
ternary product. Its component part forming the minor 
term (paksa) of the second syllogism is called anu or 
dvyanuka, which isa dyad or binary product. The 
smallest conceivable unit forming a dyad is called am 
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atom (Paramüánw). The component part of a truti is 
not visible and does not possess even the minimum 
mahattva (largeness) ; and it is, therefore, said to be a 
minute part (anu). This minute part forms a member 
(avayava) of the smallest visible substance called truts 
which has the minimum mahattva; and it is thus maha- 
dárambhaka and, for that reason, consists of parts. 
The parts of each component element in a truti must 
be at least two and need not be more than two and they 
are therefore taken to be two; and these two parts are 
the smallest conceivable units which are taken to be the 
smallest ultimates not admitting of further sub-division 
and are called atoms (paramanus). It is now apparent 
why each component element of a tritt is called a dyad 
(dvyanuka=a binary product of atoms). For obvious 
reasons the component elements of a truttitself cannot 
be less than two; and they are taken to be three in the 
Nyàya-Vai$esika system. In other words, a trutt or 
trasarenu is made up of three dyads (dvyanuka), For 
this reason, it is also called tryanuka. The reason why 
the number of parts in a trutt is fixed at three requires 
explanation. In our experience, we see that the size 
(parimdna) of the parts gives rise invariably to an 
increased size of the same kind in the composite whole 
and that this increase is only an increase in degree. 
Our observation is restricted to substances having 
mahativa (largeness). This observation leads to the 
generalisation that, if a size should serve as the non- 
intimate cause (asamavdyikdrana) of another size, 
both of them, the size that causes and the size that is 
caused, belong to the same variety of size, and the size 
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that is caused represents a higher type of the same 
variety, as compared with the size that causes. (Pari- 
mandnam svasajatiyasvotkystaparimanarambhakatva- 
niyamah). A strict application of this rule to anutva 
would make it clear that, if the anutva (smallness) of 
atoms (paramdnu) or dyads (dvyanuka) were to be 
taken as the non-intimate cause (asamavajikarana) of 
dyads or triads (tryanuka), the size of the dyads and 
triads should represent a higher degree of smallness 
(anutaratva). This is an obviously absurd result, for 
the reason that tryanuka must necessarily have the 
minimum mahattva at least, since it is the smallest 
visible substance. So, from the scope of the rule set 
forth above, the sizes of dyadsand triads should be 
taken away; and this is done by assuming that, in the 
case of dyads and triads, the size of the composite 
product (avayavin) is caused, not by the size of the 
component parts but by their number (samkhyd). In 
such circumstances, unless the number of the component 
parts of adyad differs from that of the component 
parts of a triad, the difference between a triad and a 
dyad in respect of size cannot be accounted for. The 
size of a triad is mahattva; the size of a dyad is 
anutva; the number that causes mahatitva must be 
larger than two, which is the number causing the anutva 
of the dyads. The simplest thing to do here is to 
assume the next higher integer—three—as the number 
of the component parts of a triad. Those who closely 
follow the Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition hold that, in the 
atomic theory, there is clear justification for some res- 
tfiction regarding the nature and number of the come 
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ponent parts in the case of dyads and triads and there 
is no necessity for recognising any such restriction in 
the case of composite products (avayavins) beyond the 
stage of triads. It is maintained that the parts of a 
triad (tryanuka) are composite structures (sdvayava), 
and they cannot be less than three and need not be 
more than three and therefore must be three in num- 
ber. The constituent elements of the composite pro- 
ducts beyond the stage of triads may be four dyads or 
five dyads and so on, or four triads or five triads and 
so on, according to the varying circumstances in each 
case. 

It should also be borne in mind that atoms and 
dyads are never presented in normal perception and 
that they are capable of combining with each other, 
In the atomic theory of the Nyàya-Vai$esika system, 
it is assumed that the fiat of the omnipotent God, in 
conjunction with the inevitable vestiges of the works 
done by embodied souls (j:vàh), causes concretive 
activities of various kinds in various atoms; and as a 
result of such activities, they come into contact with 
each other and composite products in the shape of 
dyads, triads, and so on, arise. Thus creation (srsti) 
takes place. The Nyàya theory of dissolution involves 
what would appear to be an unnatural assumption, 
Disintegration or dissolution (pralaya) begins not 
from the top, but from the root—not in the whole, but 
in the parts. The fiat of the omnipotent God, again, in 
the absence of any demand for creation on behalf of 
jivas, causes descretive activities of various kinds in 
atoms, with the result that the contacts (samyogah ) 
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by which two atoms are held together in dyads are 
destroyed and all the composite products, beginning 
from dyads, crumble to pieces. 


The opponents of the atomic hypothesis of the 
Nyaya-VaiSesika system draw pointed attention to its 
weak points. In the first place, it is difficult to deter- 
mine which is the smallest visible substance. The 
motes in the sunbeam are not all of a uniform size. 
What happens to be the smallest visible substance to 
the naked eye would not be such to the visual sense 
aided by a powerful microscope. Even t» the naked 
eye, the smallest visible substance would not be the 
same, as visual power varies in different individuals. 
In cases where the size of a composite product is the 
effect of the size of its component parts, each compo- 
nent part is a composite product. Where, however, 
the size of the composite product is regarded as result- 
ing from the number of its component parts, One may 
very well stop with the members of the smallest visible 
substance and take these members to be two in number, 
The arguments of anavasthd and lāghava, if pushed a 
bit further, would knock off dyads and atoms and 
would lead to the smallest visible substances themselves 
being regarded as the indivisible ultimates of composite 
matter. Further, how can atoms come together? 
How can contact (sayoga) arise between two atoms? 
ln our experience, contact (savitjoga) is possible ordi- 
narily between two composite substances (sücajava) 
or, in some cases, between one composite substance and 
another all-pervasive substance (vibhudravya). Con- 
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tact is by its very nature spatially non-pervasive 
(avyàpyaurtti) ; if it is present in one part of a thing 
it is missing in another part of the same thing; and it 
can never be said to completely pervade its relata, 
Such being the case, it is hardly conceivable how an 
indivisible atom can come into contact with another 
atom, These are the more important defects in the 
atomic theory and pointed out by anti-creationistic 


philosophers like the Advaitins, the Sarhkhyas and the 
Mimamsakas, 


A disingenuous attempt is made by some writer to 
ascribe the origin of the atomic theory of Kanada and 
Gautama to Hellenic influence. Luckily and justly, 
that attempt has failed. In the first place, it has to be 
remembered that, though Kanada might have been the 
earliest complete and systematic exponent of the atomic 
theory, he cannot be said to be its discoverer and it 
might have been one of the floating theories of the 
pre-Kanada period of Indian thought. Further a com- 
parison of Kanada’s atomic theory with Greek atomisin 
would show that the divergences between them are 
more numerous and striking than similarities. In fact, 
the only noteworthy similarity between the Indian and 
Greek theories is that both consider atoms impercepti- 
ble. On the contrary, the Greek conception of atoms 
recognizes quantitative differences in them and totally 
dissociates them from qualities; while, in the Nyaya- 
VaiSesika system, atoms are of uniform size, their size 
representing the extreme limit of minuteness called 
párimaándalya or paramanuparimana, and they have 
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qualities, which are non-eternal in the case of colour, 
taste, smell and touch in the atoms of earth, and eternal 
in other cases. Another important difference is that 
the integration of atoms according to the Nyaya theory 
is the result of the deliberate design of the omnipotent 
and omniscient God; while atoms in the Greek theory 
are wholly subject to chance drifts and assireraiione of 
various types. Professor Keith and those who agree 
with him are at liberty to think that these divergences, 
however fundamental they may be, need not be taken 
to shut out all possibility of Greek influence. It must, 
however, be remembered that any suspicion of Greek 
influence has to rest almost entirely on the slender basis 
of temporal proximity or synchronism and that even 
this flimsy ground is shattered by the evidences in the 
early philosophical literature of Indiain favour of the 
view that atomic theory might have gained currency in 
India, in some form, perhaps long before the age of 
Kanada and Gautama. 

The first three of the five elements (0hita)— 
earth, water and fire—are defined through their 
characteristic qualities; and the fourth element, air, is 
defined through the quality of touch in association with 
the negative adjunct of colourlessness (rüpàábhava). 
The eternal varieties are represented by the atoms 
whose nature is described above. In the textual sec- 
tions relating to earth, water, fire and air, the threefold 
classification, which follows the twofold classification 
into eternal and non-eternal, divides each of these 
substances again into body (Sarira), sense-organ 
(indriya) and object (visaya). Sarira (body), in 
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Nyàya, is the field within whose bounds, the soul 
(atman) has its experiences (bAogàyatanam) ; or it is 
antyávayavi or a composite whole which never forms 
the component part of another composite whole and it 
serves as the seat of voluntary activity. In the Nyaya- 
VaiSesika system, a body is constituted wholly by earth, 
water, fire or air; and it is not made up of five elements 
(pdiicabhuutika) as admitted in the Sarikhya and 
Vedanta systems. A body made of earth, for instance, 
is constituted entirely by earth which forms its material 
cause (samavàytkarana), the remaining elements form- 
ing merely supportive (upastambhaka), not constitutive 
(samavaya), factors. This is the case also in the 
bodies made of water, fire and air. The belief that 
these three varieties of bodies (jaliyvasarira, taijasa 
Sarira, vàyaviyasarira) are ultramundane existences 
and are found in the worlds of Varuna, Aditya and 
Vayu is based on Puranic cosmology and does not 
require any discussion here. A sense-organ (indriya). 
is defined in Nyàya as the seat of such contact with 
manas as causes a cognition, there being init no special 
quality which shows (udbhitavisesaguna), except 
sound (sabda). The Sanskrit definition of a sense- 
organ runs thus:—Sabdetarodbhitavisesagunana- 
Srayatve | sati jndnakdranamainassamyogasrayatvam 
indrwyatvam," It may be noted here that perceptible 
qualities like colour, touch, etc., may be present in a 
substance either in a condition in which it shows 
(udbhütacasthà) or in a sub-perceptional condition in 
which it does not show (anudbhütavasthà). Colour 
in the former condition, for instance, is visible and 
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actually visualised when all the circumstances necessary 
for visual perception are present and it is present in 
all visible substances; while, colour in a sub-percep- 
tional condition (anudbhitadvasihd) though not in- 
herently invisible, is never actually visualised. Theterm 
visaya in the threefold classification of earth, water, 
fire and air turns out to be somewhat misleading in 
the case of some people. Professor Keith, for instance, 
takes this term to mean ‘an object of sense-perception’ 
and accuses Annainbhatta of inadvertence for having 
brought atoms under visaya. It will be seen that there 
is no inadvertence on the part of Annambhatta though 
some of his readers may lose sight of certain matters 
in their bumptious presumption. The term visaya here 
means object of cognition (jidnavisaya); and in the 
classification of earth, etc., what is referred to is ‘a 
variety of earth which is neither body (Sarira) nor 
sense-organ (?ndriya)'. In other words though Sarira 
and indriya are also visaya in the sense of object, it 15 
obvious that, in the classification referred to in the 
text, they are not intended to be denoted by the term 
visaya, Intelligent students of philosophy would not 
find it difficult to appreciate the ontological and episte- 
molozical significance of this threefold classification. 
The knowing souls (jivàh) form the fulcra of the 
pluralistic universe of the Nyaya realist, in whose 
philosophical setting all the things would fall most 
naturally into three groups—the  cognitional group 
comprising various forms of cognition, their instru- 
ments and their field (bhogdyaiana), the group of 
knowing souls, and the objective group comprising 
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cognised objects. The Nyàya realist would thus like to 
fancy the universe as a bunch of three distinct flewers 
fastened together by some kind of external relation; 
while monistic philosophers would feel sorry that the 
pluralism of Nyàya mistakes an integral three-petalled 
flower for a motley cluster. 

In the textual section dealing with fire (tejas), 
gold and such other valuable metals are said to come 
under the mine-born (daraja) variety of fire. 
Through speculative reasoning, the Natyayikas seek 
to maintain that gold is light. The yellow metal that 
we see and handle has some weight. Yellow colour 
belongs to earth and weightiness to earth and water, 
So, the metal which has these two properties— yellow 
colour and weightiness, should be taken to be a variety 
of earth, However, the yellow and weighty substance 
that we see and handle and commonly regard as gold 
cannot all be earth; for, however much you may heat 
it, it does not completely lose its fluidity (dravatva), 
and any variety of earth, which preserves its fluidity 
under heat, does so only when it is associated with a 
substance which is not earth and has fluidity and is 
capable of counteracting the effect of heat on fluidity, 
This may be seen in certain varieties of earth, like 
ghee, placed in water. Thus the yellow substance 
referred to, though it is itself a variety of earth, 
should be taken to preserve its fluidity for the reason 
that it is associated with some other substance which is 
not earth and has fluidity and counteracts the destruction 
of fluidity by heat. The latter substance which coun- 
teracts and which has occasional fluidity (nagmittika- 
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dravaiva) cannot be brought under water characterised 
by natural fluidity (sdmsiddhikadravatva) ; nor can it 
be brought under any of the colourless substances, since 
it has colour. So, thecounteracting substance associated 
with the yellow lump of earth should be a variety of 
fireor light (tejas). This reasoning has got merely 
an antiquarian interest and rests upon premises involv- 
ing pre-scientific notions about solidity and fluidity. 
Even the old-world physical science of India, as known 
to ancient Ayurvedic writers, would not accept the 
assumption that gold never loses its fluidity. 

With regard to air, there is some difference of 

‘opinion between the earlier and later Naiyayikas about 
its perceptibility. The former hold that air is inferred 
is the substratum of touch which is neither hot nor 
cold. The latter maintain that air is perceived by the 
sense of touch. Though it is the same throughout, it 
comes to have different names as prana, apdna, uyana, 
uddna and samana, when it passes through the body, 
the heart, the anus, the whole body, the throat and the 
navel, These five aspects of the afr are known as the 
vital airs. 

The senses of sight, taste, smell and touch are 
respectively constituted by light (fejas), water (jala), 
earth (prihici) and air (vaàyu). They are all large 
enough (mahat), the senses of sight, taste and smell 
(caksus, rasana and ghrana) being triads of the res- 
pective elements (b/iáta) and the sense of touch (ivak) 
spreading all over the body. Though they are large 
enough, they falloutside the range of external sense- 


Cx. 1] PERCEPTION 69: 


perception, for the reason that their qualities are sub- 
perceptional (anudbhita), or to be more accurate, for 
the reason that they are not associated with perceptible 
colour (udbhitaripa). 

Ether (Akasa) is inferred as the eternal and all- 
pervasive substratum in which sound inheres. Accord- 
ing to the Samkhyas and Advaitins, it is an element 
produced and destroyed in the same way as other ele- 
ments, In Nyàya, the sense of hearing is represented 
by ether delimited by the orifice of the ear. Ether is 
all-pervasive (vibhu) in the sense that it comes into 
contact with all the movable (maria) substances of 
finite size (paricchinnaparimana), An all-pervasive 
substance does not admit of any movement and is one 
and eternal, divisibilty and non-eternity being incom- 
patible with all-pervasiveness, The sense of hearing is 
equated with space (dik=spatial direction) by the 
Mimamsakas. It should be remembered that the term 
ether is the nearest approximation to dkdSa as under- 
stood in Nyaya and that the function of serving as the 
medium of light and heat, which modern science 
ascribes so ether, does not belong to aasa. 


9 

T—Time is the (distinctive): 
cause of expressions involving 
the terms fast, etc. It is one, 
all-pervasive and eternal, 


10 
T—Direction (in space) is 
the distinctive cause of expres- 
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sions involving the terms cast, 
etc, Itis one, all-pervasive and 
eternal. 

The above definitions of time and space, or direc- 
tion in space, indicate in simple and clear language, the 
way in which the exponents of the Nyàya-Vai$esika 
realism arrive at the two substances known as kala and 
dik. One of the firmest convictions of the Nyawa 
realist is that there are objective realities exactly cor- 
responding to the elements constituting the subjective 
form of every valid experience (anubhava) and that 
propositions and expressions recognised to be correct 
should be relied upon as the unmistakable indexes of 
the forms of experience which they are intended to 
express. The Naiyayikas argue that events are refer- 
red to as past, present or future, anterior or posterior, 
simultaneous or occurring in succession, slow or quick, 
and that such references cannot be accounted for except 
by the hypothesis that there is a distinct substance 
(dravya) known as kala (time). ‘Now the jar is’ 
(tdanim ghatah)—such propositions are understood by 
the Naiyadyikas as referring to some relation between 
the jar and the sun's motion, on the basis of the old- 
world astronomical theory that the sun moves on the 
sky without ever coming to rest. The Naiyayikas 
believe that the sun's motion can be ascertained through 
perception as well as inference. The common-sense 
view of men connects the concept of now (idànim) 
with the sun's motion (Siryapartspanda), brought into 
relation with the thing denoted by the word collocated 
with iddnim in expressions like *dànim ghatah’. The 
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sun’s motion is directly related only with the sun, such 
direct relation being inherence (samazdya) in this case. 
A jar can be connected with the sun's motion only 
through some indirect relation. The principle of eco- 
nomy (layhava) makes it necessary that the simplest 
conceivable relation of an indirect nature should be 
thought of as connecting the sun's motion with a jar. 
The simplest form of indirect relation that may be 
conceived of in this case is ‘contact with the thing 
which is in contact with the intimate substratum of the 
motion in question—:'7z., the sun’ (scasamacayisari- 
yukiasamiyoga). Inthis chun of indirect relation the 
two extreme ends are the two relata—ziz., motion on 
the one side and jar on the other. The sun is the 
intimate substratum of the motion (scasamacváayi) ; the 
thing in direct contact with it is not the jar, as we 
know, but something else; and that something should 
be taken to be in contact with the jar. The relation of 
contact being possible only in the case of two subst- 
ances, the something, which forms the intermediate 
link between Pri ^.» :. ^ i (the sun) on the one side 
and contact with the jar (gAhatasamyoga) on the other, 
must be a substance (dravya). This substance is called 
time (kala). 

How are we to know that this intermediate sub- 
stance that bridges over the gulf between the sun and 
a jar, isone, eternal and all-pervasive, and does not 
come under any of the other substances? It is presented: 
in every experience or expression, explicitly or impli- 
citly, as substratum of other objects; it is not percep- 
tible, nor has it the qualities of colour, touch and 
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sound; so, it must be different from the five Dhitas; it 
would be reasonable to suppose that it is of infinite 
magnitude (Paramamahattva), since it is taken to be 
one and eternal for the sake of economy (lagAhava) ; 
and in view of the distinct cognitions we have of the 
past, present and future, as compared with the east, 
west, north and south, we should take time (kala) to 
be different from space (dik). ln a similar manner 
space (dik) is also inferred by the Naiyayikas as the 
substratum of the contact which serves as the non- 
inherent (asamavāyī) cause of spatial proximity and 
distance (aparatra and paratra), referred to in state- 
ments like ‘This lies farther’, ‘This lies near’, Both 
time and space (kila and dik) are imperceptible 
according to the Naiyayikas and are all-pervading 
substances in which all the things in the Universe may 
be said to be present through the self-relation of time 
or space (kdlikasamtbandha or daisthasambandha). 
While time or space taken by itself (mahdkala or 
akhandadtk) is regarded as the containing substratum 
(adhikarana) of every thing in the world, eternal or 
non-eternal, only non-eternal objects, among the rest, 
may be regarded as container (adhikarana) of other 
objects through time-relation (kalikasambandha), This 
is embodied in the oft-quoted dictum of Nyaya— 
“nityesu Railikdyogah.” 

Any producible thing may serve as the condition- 
ing adjunct of mahdkdla (the immense and indivisible 
time), and anything of limited size as the conditioning 
adjunct of akhandadesa (the immense and indivisi- 
ble space. The Naiyayikas say—‘Janyamdtram 
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&àlopadhih, martamdtram digupádhih." Though time 
and space are indivisible and all-pervasive, temporal 
and spatial divisions are conceive! of through associa- 
tion with delimiting adjuncts in the form of some 
producible thing (janya) or of something limited in 
size (mita). In this way, divisions of time to a 
moment (sana) downward and divisions of space are 
arrived at. 


The Vaiyakarana philosophers speak of time and 
space as modifications of the subtle sound (sabdatan- 
matra), which is a substance (dravya) according to 
them. The Buddhist idealists regard time and space as 
merely forms of momentary and fleeting consciousness 
(vijidna). The Advaitic monists look upon time and 
space as phenomenal appearances super-imposed upon 
the absolute Brahman, which is the only reality trans- 
cending them. The Samlhyas would bring both tiine 
and space under the elemental evolute (bhūta) called 
akasa. Modern Naiyàyikas like Raghundtha Siromani 
bring time and space under God (Jsvara) and regard 
them as phases of the omnipotent and omnipresent 
Lord. In Chapter II, ahnika I, sutras 40 to 44, of the 
My avasitrabhasya, Gautama and Vatsyayana elucidate 
the conceptions of the present, past and future. 
Vatsyayana points out that time is presented in our 
experience mainly through the help of motion and not 
through association with distance. The Phasyakiira 
observes under 11—1—41,—“Nadhvavyangyah kalah, 
kim tarhi kriyüávyangyah". A kriya, as understood by 
Vatsyayana in this context, is not a single activity but 
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a series of activities, The conception of a kriya or 
karma, even in its strict sense, is inseparably bound up 
with the conception of duration, every kriy'd lasting for 
four ksanas (moments) as already explainedin page 16, 
part mi, supra, In this connection, it should be 
remembered that though there can be no contact 
between two all-pervasive substances (vibhudravya), 
there is contact between one such substance and 
another substance limited in size; for contact presup- 
poses movement, and in the case of a substance limited 
in size, movement 1s possible, though it is not possible 
in the case of an all-pervasive substance. 


11 


T—The substratum in 
which cognition inheres is the 
soul (daiman). It is of two 
kinds—the supreme Soul and 
the individual soul, Of these 
two, the supreme Soul is one 
and is the omniscient Lord. 
The individual soul, on the other 
hand, is different in association 
with different organisms or 
bodies, though it 1s all-pervasive 
and eternal. 

12 

T—Mind (manas) is the 
sense by means of which plea- 


sure and such other (perceptible 
qualities of the soul) are direct- 
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ly apprehended. There are 
innumerable minds (mandnist), 
since they are specifically linked 
up with each soul and they are 
atomic and eternal. 


Atma (soul) is the substratum in which know- 
ledge inheres. This definition is quite adequate to 
indicate that the soul is a substance (drac ya) and to 
differentiate it from other substances. One’s own 
soul or self is, ies : Mig to Nyaya, revealed in one’s 
inner perceptual experience arising through the inner 
sense of mind, independently of the external senses, 
1.0., in one’s manasa-pratyaksa which takes the forms 
—‘I know’, ‘I will’, “1 feel’, ‘L wish’ (‘aham Janam’, 
‘aham vate’, ‘saham sukhi’, saham tacchami’). 1t should 
be noted that, even iu such inner experiences, it 15 
never presented by itself, but it is presented only as the 
substratum of knowledge or consciousness (ñana), 
volitional effort (Prti= yatna), pleasure and pain 
(sukha, duhkha) and desire (icchā). For this reason, 
the Naiyàyikas hold that one's own soul or self is 
revealed in mental perception (ndnasapratyaksa), only 
in association with one or the other of its perceptible 
special qualities (yogyavisesagumnayogenaiva). It is 
believed by some that the Vaisesikas hold that ātman is 
imperceptible and that they differ from the Naiyayikas 
in this respect. The authority of Kanada’s sūtra VIII 
—2 (tatrütmà manascdpratyakse) is also invoked in 
this connection. PraSastapada also seems to support 
this view in his statement that, though diman is subtle 
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and imperceptible, he is inferred as the conscious agent 
who uses the senses as instruments in producing cogni- 
tions :—Cf.— 

“Tasya saukgmydt apratyaksatve’pi karanath 
$abdadyupalabdhyanumitaih  Srotrddibhih samadhi- 
gamah kriyate” — (Prasastapadabhüsya—Viz. S. S. 
page 69). This belief is based on a misapprehension 
which threatens to become a permanent feature of many 
an English treatise dealing with Indian logic. The 
fact, however, seems to be that both Kanada (Cf.— 
Vais$, Si. III —ii—9 and 10) and PraSastapada (Cf. 
Bhasya—Viz. S. S., pages 70 187) admit that one's 
own alman is revealed in one's own mental perception. 
Sridhara also draws attention to this in his Kandali 
(Viz, S. S. page 71) when he observes that, though 
atman is directly perceived by the manas, as agent or 
owner through association with the body and senses 
with which he came to be invested as a result of his 
own deeds, yet imperceptibility (apratyaksatva) happens 
to be predicated with reference to tman, merely in 
view of the soul falling outside therange of the external 
senses, The leading exponents of the Nyaya-VaiSesika 
system are, however, agreed that one person's soul 
cannot be perceived by the manas of another person and 
that, even in the case of one’s own soul, mental percep- 
tion (/ianasapratyksa) is misleading since it often 
lumps up dtman and body into one jumble. For this 
reason, in order to prove the existence of soul asa 
distinct entity and to differentiate it from the body, the 
senses, the vital airs and such other things, it would 
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be necessary to resort to inference. Two typical argu- 
ments adduced by the Vaisesikas and Naiyayikas in this 
connection are worthy of consideration, From the 
movement of a chariot, one ordinarily infers the pres- 
ence of a charioteer who ‘drives it; even so, one infers 
an individual soul who drives a body, from its various 
activities. Knowledge and such other qualities, nor- 
mally perceived only by the inner sense manas, require 
an intimately related substratum in which they inhere, 
for the reason that qualities invariably inhere in subs- 
tances; all other substances being eliminated, a distinct 
substance, in which knowledge and such other qualities 
inhere, should be recognised; and that substance is 
called atman, Since individual experiences vary in a 
definite manner, the individual atnan associated with 
one body should be taken to be different from the 
individual ativan associated with another body. At 
the same time, in order to account for remembrance of 
previous experiences and for the first instinctive effort 
which a new-born baby, immediately after its birth, 
puts forth to preserve its life by means of the usual 
suck, it would be necessary to assume that every indivi- 
dual soul is permanent and eternal. It is an accepted 
principle that everybody reaps ashe sows and never 
reaps what he does not sow; and in order to avoid 
conflict with this principle, it would be necessary to 
ascribe to every ica, pre-natal existence and persistence 
after death. The soul cannot be atomic in size; for, 
cognition and such other special qualities are perceived 
by the inner sense—manas, while the qualities of atoms 
can never be perceived. Nor can the soul be of medium 
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size ("madhyamaparimana); for, anything which has 
the size called mahattva (largeness) and which is not 
all-pervasive (vibhu), is non-eternal and therefore 
comes to an end; but diman cannot come to an end as 
already explained. On these grounds, the Nyaya-Vai- 
$esika system maintains that there are innumerable 
souls and every Giman is eternal (nitya) and all-perva- 
sive (vibhu), Though the soul is present every where, 
consiousness and other special qualities attributed to it 
are produced within the sphere delimited by body 
(Sarira); and this is the reason why body is described 
as the field of alman’s experience— (diano bhogáya- 
tanani Saran). 


According to Nyaya, díman is of two kinds—the 
individual soul (jiva) and the supreme Soul (paramat- 
man). Fourteen qualities are ascribed to the former— 
vis.:—number, size, contact, disjunction, separateness, 
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, dislike, volitional 
effort, merit, demerit and reminiscent impressions; and 
eight qualities are ascribed to the latter—7z. :—number, 
size, contact, disjunction, separateness, cognition, desire, 
and volitional effort. The Naiyayikas accept the 
supreme authority aud infallibility of revealed texts 
($ruti) and recognise, on the authority of those texts, 
the existence of omnipotent and omniscient God. He 
should be brought under the class of substances called 
atman, for the reason that he is the intimate substratum 
(samavāyin) of eternal knowledge. With a view to 
removing such doubts, misapprehensions and difficulties 
as may arise in this connection, the Naiyàyikas seek to 
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support their theistic doctrine, ultimately based on Srutt 
by means of syllogistic arguments. Udayanacarya of 
the tenth century A. D., who is the greatest champion 
of Nyaya theism, suggests no less than eight syllogistic 
arguments in support of the Nyàya view that the whole 
creation is made by God who is omniscient, omnipotent 
and eternal. Earth and such other products (karya) 
constituting the created world should have been created 
by a conscious agent having a full and definite know- 
ledge of all the details relating to the required causal 
apparatus; and such an agent in the case of the whole 
creation cannot conceivably be a jiva (individual soul) 
and should therefore be the suoreme Soul ( Paramátman 
—l[$vara). At the beginning of creation (srsti), the 
volitional effort (yatna) leading to the concretive 
activity (dyojana), which produced contact between 
two atoms, should be taken to inhere in a conscious 
being; and the concious being cannot be jiva and 
should be ISvara. The various planets are sustained in 
their position and do not sink down or dash against 
each other; this should be due to the sustaining effort 
(dhrii) of some conscious being, who is /svara. The 
intelligent being, who is originally responsible for the 
first introduction (pada) into the world of certain 
indispensable crafts and arts like weaving and pot- 
making, cannot be jiva and should be taken to be 
I$vara. The infailibility of the Vedas depends on the 
unfailing validity of the knowledge derived from them; 
that knowledge is always valid on account of the 
eternal purity of the source from which the Vedas 
originated; and that source is the omniscient God. The 
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vedic texts consisting of sentences should have been 
composed by some intelligent author; and that author 
of supreme intelligence is the omniscient God. The 
number ‘two’ (dvttvasamkhya), belonging to two 
atoms, is the cause of the size of dyads (dvyanuka) ; 
two and the higher numbers are all products resulting 
from the enumerative cognition (apeksabuddh1) of the 
person who counts; and at the beginning of creation, 
such enumerative cognition could be attributed only to 
the omniscient God and to none else. All these eight 
arguments are summed up by Udayana in this verse 
(Kusumafijali V. 1): —“Karydyojanadhrtyadeh padat 
pratyayatah $ruteh; Vakyat samkhyavisesdcca sadhyo 
yisvavidavyayah.” 

lt would be useful to compare the Nyàya view 
of dtman with the corresponding theories in other 
systems of Indian philosophy. In the Sathkhya-Yoga 
system, there are innumerable souls (#urusah) and 
every purusa is an unrelated, attributeless, self-lumi- 
nous, eternal and omnipresent being who is identical 
with consciousness (cit). In the Yoga system, in 
addition to the ordinary purusa, God is recognised as a 
special type of purusa (purusavisesa), who is not 
affected by any of the defects by which the ordinary 
purusa is affected and who is pre-eminently and eter- 
nally omniscient and functions as the first teacher of 
all the ancient teachers. The Bhattas and Prabhakaras, 
for all ostensible purposes, banished God from their 
system, for fear lest the sovereign authority and 
supreme pre-eminence of the Veda might be detracted 
from. The soul in the Bhatta system is the substratum 
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of consciousness and the object of inner perception 
(manasapratyaksa), though cognition itself is only 
inferred and not perceived by the sanas; and in each 
body a different soul which is eternal and all-pervasive, 
is embodied. The Prabhakaras also recognise differ- 
ent, eternal and all-pervasive souls in different bodies; 
and the soul, however, is not the object of mental 
perception (mdnasapratyaksa), according to their 
system. JiXxpressions like ‘I cognize myself’ (mam 
jānāmi) are understood to refer to diman, not as the 
object (karma) of cognition, but merely as coming 
within the scope of cognition. The Prabhakara school 
holds that in every cognition, three factors are invari- 
ably presented—ziz., the object (visaya), the soul as 
knower or the substratum of cognition (jidtd), and 
the cognition itself (j/iàna-scarüpa). The followers 
of Sri Ràmànuja and certain other Vaisnavas hold that 
the individual soul (jiwa) is different in different 
bodies and is atomic in size (anuparimdna). The 
Bauddha idealists would not recognise a permanent 
soul and would reduce it to momentary consciousness 
(ksanikavijiidna) ; while the Jaina realists would make 
the soul commensurate with the body. The Advaitic 
monists hold that the individual soul (jiva), which 
appears to vary in association with mind (antahkarana) 
and to partake of the latter's vicissitudes, is in fact 
identical with the immutable and absolute reality called 
Brahman. 


Mind (manas) is described by the Naiyayikas as 
the inner sense which directly apprehends pleasure, 
6 
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pain, cognition and such other perceptible qualities of 
the soul. To avoid confusion of one's experiences 
with those of another, it should be taken to be different 


in different individuals. On the ground that a percep- 
tual experience can arise only through some sense 


(indriya) being brought into relation with what is per- 
ceived, an inner sense (antarindriya) is inferred to 
account for the inner perception of pleasure, pain etc 
One can have only one cognition ata time; vo : s 
to the Naiyayikas, more than one cognition cannot arise 
simultaneously. This fact (yugafajjriananutpatti) 1s 
relied upon by Gautama as the chief argument to prove 
the existence of manas an an atomic substance, Jiman 
is all-pervasive (vtbhu) and comes into relation with all 
the senses and their objects at the same time. How 
are we then to account for the fact that two or more 
cognitions never arise simultaneously but come into 
being one after another? This has to be explained 
through the assumption ot a substance which cau come 
into relation with only one of the external senses at a 
time; and this substance is the atomic manas (para- 
mānuparimānņnam manah). The Nyaya-Vatsesika 
system ascribes eight qualities to mmanas—number, 
atomic size, separateness, contact, disjunction, remote- 
ness, proximity and rapidity. The Prābhākaras agree 
with the Naiyayikas in the view that manas is an eternal 
atomic substance, but would not accept the view that 
Gtman is the object of mental perception (mānasa- 
pratyaksa). The Bhattas maintain that manas is all- 
pervasive and isin eternal contact with the all-perva- 
sive Giman; that alman and manas, in contact with 
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each other, function only within the sphere of the body 
(Sarira) with which they happen to be associated; and 
that our experience is inconclusive and cannot be said 
to be such as would rule out the possibility of several 
cognitions arising at the same time. The Advaitins 
regard antahkarana or the inner instrument of know- 
ledge as a substance constituted by light (tejas) and 
maintain that itis not a sense (indriya) in the strict 
sense of the term and that its modifications (vrttayah) 
may assume a cognitive, volitional or emotional form 
according as circumstances vary. 


The unswerving fidelity of the Naivàyikas to 
realisin in a strict sense is mainly responsible for the 
somewhat extreme views which they have chosen to 
adopt in regard to atman and Manas. lt would appear 
that the fundamental distinction between spirit and 
matter is either missed or ignored in the Nyaya theory 
which reduces dtman to a mere substance and places it 
on a par with forms of dead matter like a stone, and 
which treats consciousness as a quality arising in diman 
under certain conditions. The Nyaya realist, however, 
would point out that his theory of Giman is free from 
the weak holes through which the idealistic inundation 
may sweep away everything, such as, for instance, a 
shrewd mind might easily notice in the Samkhya view 
that the soul( purusa) is identical with the self-lumi- 
nous consciousness. It should be remembered that the 
Naiyàyikas have provided adequate safeguards against 
the materialist (cdrvaka) fraternising with them, in 
the facts that Giman is always the seat of reminiscent 
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impressions (bhdvand), merit (dharma) and demerit 
(adharma) till the moment of final release and that, 
even after final release, Giman is the seat of the annihi- 
lation of all evils (àtyantikaduhkhadhvasisa) and not 
reduced to the form of an eternal stone, as some critics 
may fancy. Manas, in the Nyaya theory, is in no way 
better than any form of dead matter, except in respect 
of its fitness fora special kind of activity and of 
contact with dtman; and it is so in most of the other 
systems of Indian philosophy. It is, however, where 
the Nyàya theorist endeavours to maintain the eternity 
of ātman by making it all-pervasive (vibhu), that he 
allows himself to be tripped up by the Advaitic monist, 
who would triumphantly draw attention to the ultimate 
merger which the recognition of innumerable all- 
pervasive souls might inevitably result in. It is here 
that the Nyàya theory of diman stands foredoomed. 


It is suggested by some writers that neither 
Kanada nor Gautama could be said to have intended 
to give a place in their systems to the conception of 
God. But it would be difficult to believe that Kanada, 
who believed in seers and the immense scope and capa- 
city of their knowledge (drsajiidna), did not believe in 
the existence of the omniscient God, There are good 
reasons to believe that Gautama, who would ascribe the 
authorship of the Veda, to the Greatest Apta (truth- 
speaker), took God for granted and that Uddyo- 
takara, Vacaspatimisra and others were right in 
suggesting that the refutation of God’s causality 
in the fourth chapter of Gautama’s sütras should 
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be understood to have reference to the relation of 
material cause (updddnakdrana) and effect, and not 
to that of the agent, an instrumental cause (1$nutta- 
karana). It is also worthy of notice, in this connec- 
tion, that the Nyàya theory of creationistic causa- 
tion (àrambhaváda) and the atomic theory would 
be incomplete and unintelligible in certain respects, 
without explaining, as Udayana points out, the first 
concretive activities of pairs of atoms to form dyads, 
by attributing them to the volitional effort of the omni- 
scient Creator. If the Naiyayikas had confined them- 
selves to the creationistic argument to prove the 
existence of God, their God would be reduced to a 
*demiurgic potter of the macrocosmic pot’ (Brahmanda- 
kulala). But luckily for the Nyaya theism, Udayana- 
càrya based many a theistic argument in his Kusumdi- 
jali on the moral values recognised in the Hindu 
society. In the history of Indian theism, that 
Udayana's theistic contribution is of particular value 
in demonstrating the extent to which theism may press 
reason into service where revelation fails, as in the 
case of anti-Vedic Buddhists, is a fact which every 
student of Nyàva should remeuiber. It is this fact 
that emboldened Udayana to claim to be the saviour of 
the world's Saviour in the following verse which tradi- 
tion attributes to Udayana — 
“ 4i$varyamadamatto'si maàmavajiiàya vartase | 
«Upasthitegsu bauddhesu madadhinà tava sthatth |!” 
In Thy almighty power, inebriate thou art and 
thou dost not care for me. But Thy very existence 
depends upon me, when the Bauddhas approach. 
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T—Colour is the quality 
which is perceived only by the 
sense of vision. Itis of seven 
kinds—the seven varieties being 
white, blue, yellow, red, green, 
brown and variegated, It is 
found in earth, water and 
light. Of these three, in earth, 
all the seven varieties are found. 
White colour, which is not 
brilliant, belongs to water. 
White colour, which is brilliant 
belongs to light. 

14 

T—Taste is the quality 
which is perceived by the sense 
of taste. It is of six kinds, the 
six varieties being sweet, acid, 
salt, pungent, astringent and 
bitter. It is found in earth and 
water. Of these two, in earth, 
allthe six varieties are found; 
while the sweet only belongs to 
water. 


y 


15 

T—Smell is the quality 
which is perceived by the sense 
of smell. Itis of two kinds— 
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the fragrant and the non-frag 
rant. It is found in earth only 

16 

T—Touch is the qualit 
which can be perceived only b: 
the sense of touch. It is of thre 
kinds—the three varieties bein; 
cool, hot and lukewarm. Iti 
found in earth, water and fire 
Of these three, to water belong 
the cool touch, the hot touch t: 
fire, and the lukewarm touch t 
earth and air. 


17 

T—The four qualitie 
beginning with colourare pro 
duced in earth through the appli 
cation of heat and are no 
eternal. In the case of othe! 
substances, they are eternal ir 
such of them as are eternal anc 
they are not eternal in such of 
them as are not eternal. 

The word ‘only’ in the definition of colour 
excludes the sense of touch. "Thus the definition 
amounts to this:—that colour is quality which is per- 
ceived in the normal way by the sense of vision and 
does not come within the range of the normal percep- 
tion arising from the sense of touch. In this definition 
itis necessary to refer to 'normal visual perception', 
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since even smell and such other qualities may, accord- 
ing to the Naiyayikas, be brought within the range of 
the super-normal perception arising from tlie sense of 
vision. The word quality (guna) in the definition is 
necessary and it excludesthe jd/#, colourness (rapatva), 
common to all the colours and the total negation of 
colour (rüpabháva); for, a sense which perceives an 
object perceives also its Jali and abhdva under normal 
conditions and fiüpatva and riipdbhdva can thus be 
normally perceived by the sense of sight. The defini- 
tion of colour, as explained above, is not satisfactory; 
it 1s applicable to contact between a ray of light and a 
wall (Prabhabhittisamyoga), the contact in such cases 
being visible, though not tangible. To obviate this 
ativyapti, the definition of colour has to be modified in 
this manner :—‘Colour has the differentia of a species 
of gunas, which is normally visible but not tangible’— 
(“‘Tvagagrahyacaksuryrahyagunavbhajakopadhimat’’). 
The definitions of taste, smell and touch set forth 
above have to be understood in a similar way. These 
pre-scientific classifications of colour and other qualities 
have only some historical and speculative interest. In 
the list of colours, the Natyayikas have included the 
variegated colour (cilrariipa) as a distinct variety. 
The reason why they have done so 1s to be found in 
their theory of avayavin (composite structure), which 
is ultimately attributable to their creationistic view of 
causation. In the Nyaya theory, a composite product 
(avayavin) is entirely different from its component 
parts (avayava); a cloth which is made up of threads 
of different colours, is seen as having a variegated 
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colour; the different colours belonging to the threads 
cannot be said to produce the corresponding colours in 
the single composite whole, for the reason that colour 
isa pervasive (vydpyavrtit) quality, unlike the non- 
pervasive (avyàpyavriti) contact, which may be at once 
present and not present ina composite unit, and for the 
reason that one composite unit can thus have only one 
colour; were it true that the cloth of variegated colour 
has no colour apart from those of the component 
threads, the composite cloth itself would be devoid of 
any colour and would therefore become normally invi- 
sible, visual perception ordinarily depending upon the 
presence of colour which is not sub-perceptional 
(anudbhüta) but perceptible (udbhūta); and on these 
grounds, in order to account for the visual perception 
of a variegated cloth, it becomes necessary to recognize 
variegated colour (citrarüpa) as a distinct variety of 
colour. In cases where a composite product is made 
up of component parts having different tastes or 
different smells, the avayazin itself has no taste or 
smell and the different tastes or smells that may be 
perceived belong to the avayavas, In such cases, there 
is no necessity for postulating any distinct variety of 
taste or smell known as ci/rarasa (varied taste) or 
citrayandha (varied smell). 

Colour, taste, smell and touch admit of change in 
earth through baking (paka), which is explained by 
the Naiyayikas as amounting to contact of a special 
kind with fire (vijadtiyatejassamyoga), The Vaisesika 
theorists hold that, when a pot is baked or when a 
mango ripens through heat, the composite products get 
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disintegrated down to the stage of atoms; the qualities 
of colour, taste, smell and touch in those atoms are 
destroyed by heat; and a different colour, taste, smell 
and touch are produced; and then integration takes 
place, new dyads, triads and other composite products 
being formed in accordance with the adrstas of the 
individualsouls concerned with such products. This 
theory of paka is known as pilrpakaváda or ‘the theory 
of atoms being burnt’. The Nyàya theorists, on the 
other hand, hold that composite products are left intact 
in pāka and are not disintegrated and that their colour 
and such other qualities are replaced by corresponding 
qualities of different species. This theory of paka 
maintained by the Naiyayikas is known as pitharapdka- 
vada or ‘the theory of composite wholes being burnt.’ 
It should be remembered, in this connection, that in the 
Nyàya-Vai$esika system, earth is the only substance 
which admits of the special process of burning called 
paka, though contact with fire is quite possible in the 
case of any other substance. 


18 

T—-Number is the special 
cause of enumerative eXpres- 
sions, such as one, two and so 
on. Itis present in all the nine 
substances and it is represented 
by numbers beginning from 
one and ending with pardrdha 
(one thousand crores of crores). 
Number one may be everlasting 
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or non-eternal—everlasting in 
everlasting substances and non- 
eternal in non-eternal substances. 
Number ito and the higher 
numbers are non-eternal every- 
where. 


The ‘Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of ‘number’ is one 
of the instances of the realistic excesses of the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika ontology. Number is a quality (guna) 
according to this system and is an objective reality. 
Number being a quality, how would the Naiyàyikas 
account for propositions like ‘there are twenty-four 
qualities’ (caturvüisatirgundh)? They would explain 
such propositions as referring to numbers co-existent 
with qualities in substances or as referring to the 
relation of objectness (visayata) between qualities and 
peculiar type of cognition known as cnumerative 
cognition (apeksabuddhi). According to the Nyaya- 
Vaisesika theory, two (dvitva) and the higher numbers 
are produced in the substances which are counted and 
come within the scope of cnumerative cognition 
(apebsübuddhi), Apeksabuddhi in this system is the 
cognition involved in the process of counting and it 
takes the form ‘This is one; this is one; and thus these 
are two’ (ayam ekah, ayam ekah, àhatya, dvau). 
Though a cognition lasts only for two moments 
(Esana) and comes to an end in the third moment from 
its origin, apeksabuddhi lasts three moments from its 
origin and comes to an end in the fourth moment. 
Why the exponents of the Nyàya-Vaisesika system 
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allow a longer lease of life to apeksabuddhi than to 
other varieties of cognition requires some explanation. 
Apeksdbuddhi is the cause of ‘two’ (dvifva) and the 
higher numbers. If apeksdbuddhi were to come to an 
end at the third moment from its origin, dvitva would 
come to an end at the fourth moment of apeksabuddhi, 
Apcksübuddhi arises at a particular moment; at the 
next moment, dvitva arises, and may come into relation 
with an external sense—say sight—at that moment ; the 
indeterminate perception of dvitvatva (dvitvatvanirzi- 
kalpaka) comes into being at the third moment and the 
determinate perception of dvitva arises at the fourth 
moment; if apehbsübuddhi were to come to an end at 
its third moment, dzztva would cease to exist at the 
fourth moment, when it is actually seen; and to say 
that a thing is seen at the moment at which it ceases to 
exist is obviously absurd. In order to avoid this 
absurd result, the Nyaya-Vaisesika hypothesis of 
apeksábuddhi allows to it a life of three moments, its 
end taking place at the fourth moment from its origin 
and being followed at its fifth moment by the end of 
dvitva, which continues to exist and comes to be seen 
at the fourth moment. In Nyaya terminology ekatza, 
dvilva and such other terms ordinarily denote number 
(samkhya), and may, in certain cases, denote the rela- 
tion of being the object ofa particular enumerative 
cognition — (apeksabuddhi-cisesa-zisayatva). Ekatva 
may also be taken occasionally in a negative sense, 
when it is understood to mean uniqueness or *being not 
seconded by another thing of the same species’ (sva- 
sajatiyadvitiyarahityam). In Vai$esika treatises like 
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SarhkaramiSra’s Sütropaskára, the process by which 
apeRksadbuddhi originates and functions is described 
thus: “The sense concerned comes into relation with 
the thing in which ०1८८15 to be produced; then the 
indeterminate perception of ekaivatva, common to all 
the numbers called ekatva, arises; then the co-ordinat- 
ing group-cognition (samahdlambana) of two units of 
ckatva arises; then dvitva itself comes into being; then 
the indeterminate perception of dvitvatva, the Jatt 
common to all the numbers called dz:/va, arises; then 
follows the determinate perception of dztiva; then the 
two substances having dzttza are cognized ; and lastly 
such a cognition produces the corresponding impres- 
sion (samskara) in the soul," While ckaiva is com- 
pletely contained in a single container (pralyeka- 
parydpia), dvitva and the higher numbers are partially 
contained (vyàásajyavriti) in each of the containers 
and completely contained only in groups of two and 
SO On. 

The Nyàya conception of number—more especially 
of two and the higher numbers—as qualities inhering 
in substance may be described by the opponents of the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika realismand pluralism, as well as by the 
exponents of the modern school of Nyàya (navya- 
nyGya), as specimens of the warty overgrowths dis- 
figuring the complexion of Nyaya realism. But shrewd 
critics who can probe into the heart of Nyàya may be 
able to find in it an effective check to monistic thought 
which seeks to efface completelv all the numbers and 
their metaphysical implications holding together the 
component parts of the social fabric. 
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T—Size is the special cause 
of expressions pertaining to 
measurement. It is found in all 
the nine substances. It is of 
four kinds—atomic, large, long 
and short. 


20 


T—Separateness is the 
special cause of expressions 
such as ‘this is separate from 
that’, lt is found in all the 
substances. 


21 

T—Contact is the special 
cause of expressions such as 
‘these are in contact with each 
other.” It is found in all the 
substances. 


22 
T—Disjunction is the 


quality which destroys contact. 
It is found in all the substances. 


23 


T—Remoteness and proxi- 
mity are the special causes of 
expressions such as ‘this is 
remote,’ ‘this is near’. They 
are found in the four substances 
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beginning with earth and in 
manas, They are of two kinds, 
those that are due to time and 
those due to space. In a remote 
substance, spatial remoteness is 
found; and in a substance lying 
near, spatial proximity is found. 
In an older person, temporal 
remoteness is found; and in a 
younger person, temporal proxi- 
mity is found. 


It will be seen that sections 18 to 21 and section 23 
in the text define number, size, contact, remoteness and 
proximity as special causes of the respective expressions 
which refer to them. The term wvyavahdra is used in 
the text and is usually understood in the sense of 
‘expression in words’ or ‘putting into words’ (sabda- 
prayoga). One cannot say ‘this is one’ (ayamckah) 
or ‘this is large’ (ayam mahdn), unless the thing 
referred to has the attribute connoted by the words 
‘one’ (eka) or large (mahat). By elimination, the 
attribute ckatva or mahattvacan be shown to be distinct 
qualities. In the case of the expressions referred to, 
our experience enables us to establish the relation of 
causality between them and the qualities connoted by 
the expressions used. God, time, space and adrsta 
(the unseen impressions resulting from good or bad 
deeds) are believed by the Naiyàyikas to be common 
causes of all products; and to exclude these common 
causes (saádharanakarana), the phrase asddhdrana- 
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karana (special causes) is used in the definitions of 
number, size, contact etc. All these definitions are 
based on the supposition that the expressions referred 
to are all correct and should be taken in their popular 
sense. 

In the Nyaya-Vaisesika system, the size of the 
atoms— called 'Pdrimandalya and the size of all-perva- 
sive substances (vibhu)—called paramaniahativa are 
eternal. The cause which produces a size is the corres- 
ponding size of the component parts, as in the case of 
all the degrees of mahativa above that of a triad and 
below that of an all-pervasive substance; or it is the 
number (samkhyd) of the component parts, as in the 
case of the sizes of a. triad and a dyad; or itis loose 
contact (pracaya) of the component parts as in the case 
ofa ball of cotton. The two sizes denoted by the 
words ‘long’ and ‘short’ (dirghaiva and hrasvatva) 
may well be brought under mahattva and anutva and 
need not be recognised to be distinct varieties of size. 

The distinct position which separateness (prihak- 
tua) occupies in the list of qualities recognised by the 
Vaisesikas is dependent chiefly upon the view that the 
experience embodied in the proposition ‘A jar stands 
out separate from a cloth’ (ghatah patat prihak) should 
be distinguished from the experience embodied in the 
proposition ‘A jar is nota cloth’ (ghatah pato na) and 
that the former should be interpreted as an affirmative 
proposition referring to the positive entity called 
prthaktva and the latter as a negative proposition refer- 
ring to the negative category of reciprocal non-existence 
called unyonyabhava. Though the older Naiyayikas 
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support this view, some of the Naiyayikas like Raghu- 
natha Siromani shrewdly see that this way of differ- 
entiating prthakiva from anyonyabhava would only 
amount tothe recognition of some useless distinction 
without any real difference and they discard prthakiva 
along with similar useless qualities like remoteness and 
distance, which are merely temporal and spatial rela- 
tions involving a larger or smaller number of interven- 
ing contacts (Vide part I1I—p. 14). 


It would be useful to refer again, in this connec- 
tion, to the remarks at pages 51 and 52 of part III, 
about the Nyaya conception of contact (saziyoga) as a 
quality and as an external relation possible only 
between two substances. The Nyaya theorists would 
not recognize contact between two all-pervasive sub- 
stances, Contact may arise from activity (kriya) or 
from another contact. The latter variety is to be 
found in the contact which arises between one's body 
taken as a whole and a book, when the book is held in 
one's hand; and this variety of su: Yoga called sasiyo- 
gaja-samyoga is an inevitable result of the Nyàya view 
that a composite whole (avayavin) is totally different 
fromits component parts. The contact which arises when 
one hits with force is called abhiyhdta (striking) and it 
causes sound or some activity resulting in disjunction 
between the things joined by such contact ; and a con- 
tact which does not cause sound or does not cause some 
activity of the kind described is called nodana (push- 
ing). In the Nyaya system, contact is a typical instance 
of a non-pervasive object (avyàpyavriti). Certain 

7 
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things are spatially non-pervasive (daisikdvydpyavrtit) ; 
for instance, contact with a monkey (kafisampoga) is 
spatially non-pervasive in the sense that it may be said 
to be present and not present in the same tree at the 
same time, with reference to its top and foot. Ina 
similar way, all the producible tbings (janyapadàrtha) 
are temporally non-pervasive in the sense that they may 
be said to be present and not present in undivided time 
(mahakala), with reference to the periods preceding 
and following their production. Advanced students of 
Advaita may realise that the conception of avydpya- 
vritiiva developed by the Naiyayikas is, indeed, used by 
them as their life-belt when they have to save their 
realism irom being drowned in the Advaitic deluge in 
which everything other than the absolute Drahman 
sinks down to the level of miıthyā (unreal) and turns 
out to be relatively real in thesense that it co-exists 
with its own non-existence. 


The Vaisesika theorists argue that disjunction 
(vibhága) should not be equated with the negation of 
contact in any form; and the older Naiyayikas support 
them. Disjunction cannot be the antecedent negation 
of contact (samyogapragabhdava); for, in cases where 
we have the experience ‘these are disunited? (tinaw 
vibhaktau), we do not have the experience ‘these will 
come into contact with each other’ (¿mau saimyuktau 
bhavisyatah). Disjunction cannot be the total negation 
of contact (samyogdaiyantabhava); for, in that case, 
one should have the experience ‘these two qualities are 
disunited’? (mau gunau vibhaktau), but one never has 
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such experience of vibhàga in the case of qualities. In 
every case of disjunction, one invariably realizes that 
contact is destroyed; but disjunction itself cannot be 
identified with loss of contact (sariyogandsa), for the 
reason that contact is also lost when one of the substan- 
ces in contact with each other happens to be destroy- 
ed and that, in such cases, one does not speak of dis- 
junction (vibhàága). Loss of contact between two 
substances which continue to exist has to be accounted 
for. It cannot be the direct result of discretive move- 
ment (kriya). For, in a case where a particular finger, 
asa result of its activity, comes into contact with a tree 
and the hand likewise comes into contact with the same 
tree asa result of its movement, the finger may be 
moved away from the tree and thus lose its contact 
with the tiee; in that case, one speaks of the hand also 
losing contact with the same tree; the movement of the 
finger may cause the loss of contact between the finger 
and the tree; and this movement does not belong to the 
hand and cannot, therefore, have anything to do with 
the loss of contact between the hand and thetree, In 
such instances, the loss of saji. 101404 should be attributed 
to a cause other than movement (karma) and this 
cause is called vibhaàga or disjunction. By a process of 
elimination, disjunction is brought under the category 
called guna, This argument set forth by the Vaisesikas 
to maintain that vibhdga is a distinct quality involves 
many an assumption which cannot be satisfactorily 
sustained. The later Naiyàyikas realize the weak 
points in this argument and bring vibhdga under loss of 
contact (sain yoganása). 
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The qualities mentioned above, viz.—number, 
size, separateness, contact, disjunction, remoteness 
and proximity, and fluidity and viscidity are capable, 
of being perceived by two of the external senses— 
the sight and the touch. Sections 25 and 26 in the 
following text deal with fluidity and viscidity. 

24 
T—Weight isthe non-inti- 
mate cause of the first downward 
motion (of a falling substance). 
It is found in earth and water. 
29 
T—Fluidity is the non-inti- 
mate cause of the first flow (of 
a fluid substance). It is found 
in earth, water and light. It is 
of two kinds—natural fluidity 
and artificial fluidity. Natural 
fluidity is found in water. Arti- 
ficial fluidity is found in earth 
and light. In certain varieties 
of earth like ghee, etc., fluidity 
of the artificial variety 15 
brought about through contact 
with fire; and it is also found in 
gold and such other varieties of 
light. 


26 
T—Viscidity is the quality 
which causes the lumping up of 
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powder etc.,—1.e. the particles 
of powder, etc., to adhere to each 
other. It belongs only to water. 


The above definitions of gurutva, dravatva and 
sneha have hardly any scientific value and they are 
based wholly on speculation resting upon certain popular 
notions. "It should be noted that gurutva (weight), 
according to Nyaya theorists, is beyond the range of 
sense-perception (alindriya). The Naiyayikas main- 
tain that, though oil and such other substances appear 
to have viscidity (sneha), it really belongs to water 
which forms part of those substances. 

27 

T—Sound is a quality 
which is perceived by the ear. It 
belongs only to the ether. It is 
of two kinds —viz., noise and 
alphabetic sound. Noise is found 
in a drum and alphabetic sounds 
form languages like Sanskrit. 

The Nyaya-Vaisesika theorists di-tingnisl between 
inarticulate noise called dhvani and articulate alpha- 
betic sounds called varna. They further distinguish 
three varieties of sounds, in view of the three kinds of 
causes which may produce them, These three varieties 
are:—(1) the sound caused by contact (Samyogaja), 
(2) the sound caused by disjunction (vibhàgaja), and 
(3) the sound caused by another sound itself (Sabdaja). 
The first variety arises when a drum is beaten by a 
stick; the second variety arises when a bamboo is split; 
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and the third variety is to be found in the series of 
sounds successively arising in the @kdsa intervening 
between a drum, for instance, and the sense of hearing. 
In Indian philosophy, a. considerable measure of specu- 
lative value is attached to the Nyaya theory of sabdaja- 
§abda or series of successive and exactly similar sounds 
arising in a continuous chain, beginning with the first 
sound caused in the portion of ether delimited by the 
substance that is struck, such as a drum, and ending 
with thelast sound that is caused in the portion of 
ether representing the sense of hearing and is actually 
heard. The Naiyayikas explain the way in whicha 
sound-series is produced in auditory perception, by 
means of two illustrations—vziz,, the illustration of 
‘little wave and big wave’ (vicitaranganyóya) and the 
illustration of kRadamba buds. These two illustrations 
suggest two ways of tXplaliiin;: how a sound comes to 
be heard on all sides and inall the ten directions, in- 
cluding the intermediate points and up and down. A 
little circular wave springs up; around it a bigger wave 
arises; around it a still bigger wave and so on; in this 
way, a circular wave of sound is caused, around it a 
bigger sound-wave and soon, until at last a certain 
sound-wave is produced in such a way that it reaches 
the senses of hearing which may be fit and ready to 
hear in all the ten directions. In this explanation, there 
is only one series consisting of several circular sound- 
waves, each coming into relation with all the ten direc- 
tions, One &adamba filament—which first shoots up, 
causes several kadamba filaments to shoot up simul- 
taneously in all the parts of a kadamba flower; in the 
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same way, the first sound, produced at some point, 
causes ten sounds to spring up simultaneously in all the 
ten directions; and thev cause ten other sounds to 
spring up in all the ten directions and so on; and thus 
the sound in question comes to be heard on all sides. In 
this explanation, the series of Sabdaja-sabdas consists 
of several groups of sounds, each group being taken to 
beaten. In the illustration of kadamba bud, it should 
be remembered that each bud-like filamentofa kadamba 
flower is described as a bud in the phrases kadamba- 
mukulanyáya and kadambakorakanyáya. The expla- 
nation suggested by the second illustration is consider- 
ed unsatisfactory and cumbrous. 


The Bhattas and Prabhakaras hold that alphabetic 
or articulate sounds (varudimakasabda) are eternal. 
The former maintain that varna is an all-pervasive 
eternal substance (nityam cibhu dravyan); while the 
latter hold that varna is an eternal quality (niiyaguna). 
The Mimarhsakas seek to support their view that varna 
is eternal by referring to the recognition. which we are 
conscious of in the case of the same varna and which 
takes a form like this:—‘This sound g which I now 
hear is the same as that g which I heard several times 
before’ (So'yam gakürah). One can easily see the 
reason why the Mimamsakas are particularly solicitous 
to maintain the theory of the eternity of varnas if one 
remembers that the Mimarnsà theory of the eternity of 
the Vedas rests upon the eternity of varnas. The 
Vaiyákaranas hold that the transcendental substratum 
of varnas called sphotais real and permanent and that 
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varnas themselves are not permanent. The Nyaya- 
Vaisesika system maintains that every varna is caused 
and the Vedas themselves were produced by God, the 
recognition of the same varna like ‘This g is that’ 
(S o' yam gukarah) being interpreted as referrinz to the 
permanent jai? called gatva and not to the same 
g-sound —, / 
28 

T—(a) Buddhi and Jaana 
are the same thing,and stand for 
cognition which is the cause of 
all verbal expressions. It is of 
two kinds—recollection and ex- 
perience. 

(b) Recollection is the cogni- 
tion which is caused only by 
reminiscent impression. 

(c) All cognitions other 
than recollection come under ex- 
perience. There are two kinds 
of experiences, real and erro- 
neous. 

(d) The experience which 
cognizes an attribute as belong- 
ing toa thing which really has 
it, is real; and this is known as 
prama (valid knowledge), 

(e) The experience which 
copnizes an attribute as belong- 
ing to athing in which it is not 
present, is erroneous. 
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(f)—Valid experience is of 
four kinds—viz., perception, in- 
ference, assimilative experience 
and verbal experience. 

(g)—The instrument of 
valid expetience is also of four 
kinds—the perceptive instru- 
iment, the instrument of infer- 
ence, assimilation, and sentence 
or proposition. 


Buddht is an ambiguous term and it is used in 
various senses in Sanskrit philosophical literature. 
Sometimes it is used in the sense of aniahkarana—the 
inner organ of knowledge. It is also used in the sense 
of determination (ntScaya), which is an aspect or 
modification of antahkarana, according to the 
Samkhyas and Advaitins: and the connected words 
mati and manas are contrasted with buddhi in this 
sense, the word mati being used in the sense of imagi- 
nation or imaginative cognition of something yet to 
come about (mad géuagocad) and the word manas 
in the sense of a dubitative activity of antahkarana 
which corresponds to doubt (vimarsdéimakam manah). 
The Naiyàyikas are quite consistent and definite in 
their use of the term budhi, and they always take it to 
be synonymous with mati, upalabdhi and jiidna; and 
they take manas to be equivalent to antahkarana. 

In the text, Annambhatta’s definition of buddhi 
can be explained in two ways. The former part of 
the text ——sarvavyavahàrahetuh —may be taken to form 
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the definition with the addition of the word guna 
(quality) and the teu m ñana in the text may be under- 
stood as merely emphasizing the idea that there is no 
difference between ¿ñana (knowledge) and buddhi 
(cognition). Or the latter part of the text—jidnam 
buddhih —mav be taken to constitute a satisfactory 
definition of buddhi and may also be understood as 
incidentally emphasizing the idea that buddhi and jnana 
are identical. According to the first. explanation, the 
definition of buddhi amounts to this—-“Cognition or 
knowledge is a quality which is the cause of all inter- 
communication through language.” As the oft-quoted 
dictum—*‘artham buddhvà sabdaracana’’ puts it, collo- 
cation of suitable words always follows ideas of things; 
and from this point of view, it 1s obvious that cogni- 
tion is the invariable and indispensable antecedent of 
intercommunication through speech. But this mode of 
defining cognition is defective for the reason that it 
does not cover cases of a peculiar type of cognition 
called indeterminate cognition (nirvikalpakajiidna), 
which does not involve any kind of relation and which 
can only be inferred and can never be embodied in any 
proposition. Nirvikalpakajiiana is called avyapadesya 
and it does not admit of being embodied in words; so, 
it cannot be regarded as the cause of intercommunica- 
tion through expression; and thus the definition 
“sarvayyavahdrahciuh” is vitiated by the defect of 
avyapti (partial inapplicability or narrowness). In 
order to remove this defect, the usual device of /d!/s$- 
ghatitalaksana is resorted to and the scope of the defi- 
nition is increased in this modified forrc—“ Knowledge 
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or cognition has a jati which is not found in colour and 
such other qualities and which is co-existent with the 
causality of intercommunication through speech”, 
This is indeed a clumsy definition. Annambhatta him- 
self sees this and suggests in his Dipibáthat the former 
part of the test *sarvavyacahürahctuh may be taken 
to be merely explanatory and the latter part “JAanam 
buddhi” as the definition. In the Dipikà, Annam- 
bhatta says 'Jaànamityanucvyavasá yayaniyam jfianatva- 
meva laksanam—iti bhdvah.” Thus acccicing to him, 
Jüanatva (cogniticnness), which is the generic attribute 
(jatt) ' , eu: i, all cognitions, is the distinctive 
feature (asddhadranadharma) of cognition. He also 
suggests that the jati, called jiidanatva, is arrived at 
through the uniform experience of a cognition which 
invariably assumes a form like this—-‘I cognise a jar? 
(ghatam aham jananit), or “| cognise a cloth’ (‘patam 
aham janani). In such cases, the speaker is aware 
of the fact that he 1s cognising a jar; or, in other 
words, he has the auuvyavasaya of his vyavasaya, his 
cognition of a jar being called vyavasaàya and his 
awareness or consciousness of such cognition being 
called anuvyavasadya. It is only by a-sunung a generic 
attribute (jati), called jidnatva, as the common 
characteristic of all cognitions, that the uniformity in 
the anuvyavasdya referred to can be satisfactorily 
accounted for. And this Jati may, with advantage, be 
taken to represent the distinctive feature of cognition. 

The phrase “ñanam buddhih’, in the text under 
consideration is also to be understood as implying a 
refutation of the Sarhkhya view that buddhi, upalabdhi 
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and ¿ñana denote difterent things. In 1—1—15, 
Gautama, the author of the Nyàya-sütras, says that the 
terms buddhi (cognition), upalabdhi (apprehension), 
and jana (knowledge) should be understood to signify 
the same thing (buddhirupalabdhirjnanamityanar- 
thantaram), Vatsyayana, Wacaspati and Udayana 
interpret this s#ira as refuting the Samkhya view that 
these three terms denote entirely different things. In 
the Sathkhya system, the term buddhi stands for the 
first evolute called mahatiaitva, the etymological mean- 
ing of the word buddhi being that which first springs 
up (y budh=v udbudh=to spring up) and that of the 
word mahat being that which growsout of, and into 
something else (y mah=to grow or evolve). This 
principle called buddhi is the first evolute evolved out 
of the primordial matter, called malaprakrti, and is, in 
itself, buta form of dead matter. However, through 
proximity to the self-luminous consciousness (cit), 
called purusa, the material evolute, buddhi, comes to be 
enlivened, as it were, by consciousness (catlanya) and 
undergoes various transformations, of which one of the 
most important is called adhyavasaya (determinative 
cognition). Adhyavasdya, in the Sámkhya sense, 
usually takes the form “This should be done by me” 
(idam kartavyam maya). The Sathkhyas describe 
buddhs, in its adhyavasaya phase, as consisting of three 
constituent factors (@iitsatfayavati buddhih). These 
three factors are the egoic element (madamšah), the 
element of voluntary decision (kartavyamiti vydparam- 
Sah), and the objective element of ‘this’ (idamaméah). 
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The egoic element or madaiisa, in the Sarbkhya termi- 
nology, is said to represent what is called purusoparaga, 
which is an unreal element con-i-tinz in the reflection 
of the absolutely passive and self-luminous cit called 
purusa, in the reflectory, mirror-like, matter called buddhi, 
or which is the result of the erroneous identification of 
purusa with buddhi, The element of voluntary decision 
isa real factor and represents a real modification of 
buddhi. The objective element of ‘this’ (#damanm$ah) 
is but an objective modification of buddha unfolding 
itself through the sense-organs; and this element is 
known as knowledge or cognition (काठ) and is real, 
Apprehension or ufalabdhi is the relation between the 
objective factor, called visayopardga and represented by 
idamamsa and equated with jang, on the one hand, 
and the absolute purusa, on the other; and 1 falabdhi is 
thus an unreal factor, for the reason that purusa, ac- 
cording to the Sàmkbyas, cannot be conceived of as 
having any real relation. The well-known illustration 
of a mirror being held before a person’s face is used in 
this connection by the Sàmkhyas to explain these dis- 
tinctions. When a mirror is held before the face of a 
person, the reflection of the face is seen through the 
mirror. If that person happens to breath out on the 
surface of the mirror, the surface looks dim and the re- 
flected image of the face also looks dim. One may 
fancy, in these circumstances, that the face also is dim. 
In this illustration, the dimness caused on the surface 
of the mirror is real and the fancied relation between 
this dimness and the face itself that is reflected in the 
mirror is unreal. Similarly, jJfidna which is the cogni- 
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tive modification of the first evolute (buddhi), is a real 
factor; and it comes to have a false relation with puru- 
sa through his reflection in buddhi, in the same 
way as the dimness of the mirror comes to have a false 
relation with the real face through its reflection. This 
false relation is called upalabdhi (apprehension). It 
will be seen that, in the Sàmkhya theory, ¿ñana is 
entirely material in its nature and origin and becomes 
apparently spiritualised to some extent when it comes 
to have a false relation with purusa; and this false 
relation with the spirit is called upalabdhi and is 
presented in experiences like ‘I apprehend’ (aham 
upalabhe). The Naiyayikas contend that the sub- 
stratum of voluntary decision (krti) ought to be regard- 
ed as the substratum also of knowledge or cognition 
(giana) which there is hardly adequate reason to distin- 
guish from consciousness (cailanya) or apprehension 
(upalabdhi). Thiscontention is embodied in Gautama's 
sūtra  '*buddhirupalabdhirjfianamityanarihantaram ” ; 
and students of Nyaya are reminded of the view embo- 
died in this sūtra, when they consider Annambhatta's 
statement “jidnam budd hif". 

Cognition is flrst divided into two main heads 
—recollection (smrti) and experience (anubhava). 
Annambhatta defines recollection as a cognition caused 
solely by impressions. The impressions referred to 
here are reminiscent impressions (bhdvand) derived 
from prior cognitions. In this definition, the word 
‘solely’ (matra) is intended to exclude recognition 
(pratyabhijid), which is a perceptual experience 
(pratyaksa) arising through the relation of a sense- 


Cu. 1] PERCEPTION 111 


organ with some object (indriydrthasarntkarsa) and 
through reminiscent impressions derived from a prior 
cognition of the same object. ‘This is that person’ 
(soyam purusah):—cognitions of this type are ins- 
tances of recognition and should not be confounded 
with cases of recollection. [While the Advaitins and 
Bhattas would explain recognition (pra!yabhijia) asa 
cognitive complex consisting of two parts, one repre- 
senting perceptual experience (pratyaksa) and the 
other recollection (smarapa), the Natyayikas, as 
champions of consistency, would not accept such 
explanations and would banish from their world all such 
centaurian and monstrous complexes. Thus, in the 
Nyaya theory, it has become necessary to bring recog- 
nition under perceptual experience of a special type 
and to exclude it from the scope of the definition of 
recollection (smrti). The Nyaya theory of smrti is 
that certain kindsof cognition, which are different from 
indifference (upeksd), invariably leave reminiscent 
impressions (bhdvanariipasaiiskdra) in atinan and that 
these impressions are kindled up under certain condi- 
tions and cause recollection. Every group of reminis- 
cent impressions causing a recollection comes to an end 
immediately after its effect is produced. But this 
would not mean that after once recollecting sorting, 
it would no longer be possible to recall it again to 
memory; for, every recollection would, in its turn, 
cause a reminiscent impression. Thus, according to 
the older Nyàya theory, every recollection, even when 
it relates to the same object, is caused by a different set 
of reminiscent impressions. Later NaiyGyikas and 
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Advaitins, on the other hand, hold that the recollections 
of the same object are all produced by the same set of 
reminiscent impressions, which merely acquire enhanced 
intensity through every recollection. Cognitions which 
admit of heing reproduced in memory through reminis- 
cent impressions are classified under three heads by the 
Vaisesikas and Naiyayikas of the older school:— 
patupratyaya, abhydsapratyaya and  ódarapratyaya, 
The normal type of cognition which involves the mini- 
mum degree of attention sufficient to ensure reprodu- 
cation 1n. memory is called ‘vivid cognition’ (patupra- 
tyaya). Dy repeatedly revolving a certain idea in one's 
mind, one comes to have what may be called ‘repeti- 
tional cognition’ (abhydsapratyaya). When one's mind 
gets riveted to a wonderful or extraordinary object, 
the cognition tbat arises is known as ‘regardful cogni- 
tion’ (ddarapraiyaya). All the cognitions other than 
recollection (smrti) are technically known as anubhava. 
This technical use of the term anubhava is common in 
Sastraic literature and it has to be rendered by the 
English equivalent ‘experience’. In its technical sense, 
as used in Nyaya-Vaisesika literature, it may denote 
any kind of experience direct or indirect, perceptual 
(pratyaksika), or inferential (ünumüanika), or verbal 
(sgbda). In some places, the word anubhava is 
somewhat loosely used in the sense of direct experience 
or direct realization, Students of Nyàya should take 
care to avoid confusion between these two uses of 
word anubhava. 

Anubhava is divided in Nyaya literature into real 
(yathartha) and unreal (ayathartha), The first variety 
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is also called rama and the second variety is also called 
bhrama. The etymology of the term pramd draws 
attention to the fact that the experience denoted by that 
term is sound or valid, as the prefix pra indicates. The 
etymology of the term bArama draws attention to the 
fact that the thinker’s mind goes astray in every case 
of erroneous experience. The term yathdrtho means 
exactly corresponding to the object; and the definition 
of valid experience, that it cognises an attribute as 
belonging to an. object which really has it, is directly 
based on the meaning of the term Yathdrtha; and 
likewise, the definition of erroneous experience, that it 
cognizes an attribute as belonging to an object which, 
in fact, does not have it, is based on the meaning of 
the term ayathartha, To cognize a piece of silver lying 
before one as a piece of silver (purovartini rajate 
‘idan rajaiam’ ili pratitih) is valid experience; and to 
cognize a shell, or mother of pearl, or nacre as it is 
called, as a piece of silver (Suktau “dam rajatam’ iti 
pratitih) is erroneous experience. 

In order to understand correctly the definitions of 
valid and erroneous experiences, as given in the text, it 
is necessary to acquire some knowledge of the termi- 
nology by which the Naiyayikas indicate the content of 
a cognition, with a measure of quantitative precision 
which is not ordinarily achieved through English ex- 
pression, Every determinate experience involves an 
objective complex as representing its objective con- 
tent. The objective content of cognition is called 
visaya (objective); the cognition itself is known as 
visayin (subject); and the relation between a cognition 

8 


114 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [Part m 


and its object is known as visayavisayibhdva (subject- 
object-relation). In the Nyàya-Vai$esika system, this 
is conceived of as an external relation. between two 
distinct relata which are two realities connected with 
each other for the time being. The problem of the 
relation between the subject (visayin=jiidna) and 
object (visaya) is solved by the Naiyayikas in this 
way. Objects like a jar or a piece of cloth exist out- 
side the sphere of cognition (jana) as realities inde- 
pendent of cognition. Through visayataà (objectness), 
which is a kind of self-linking relation (svarāpasam- 
bandha) and is merely a phase of the object cognized, 
an object comes into relation with cognition, which has 
the correlated counterpart of visayaiá known as 
visayilà (subjectness). —V1sayità is also a kind of 
self-linking relation and is merely a phase of the 
visayin which cognizes. The Natyayikas hold that, 
while several realities u ay exist independently of cog- 
nition, the latter never exists independeutly of, and as 
dissociated from, the objects that are cogn.ard; and this 
is regarded by the Nyaya theorists "^s a state of things 
fatal to idealism. They forget, however, that their 
realism ultimately rests upon experience and what is 
relied upon as the only guarantee of the objective rea- 
lity of the external world is the content or form which 
is involved in experience, and which idealism or sub- 
jectivism can easily merge in cognition, 

The Nyàva relation of visayazvisayibhava involves 
two correlated parts known as visayaíid (objectness) 
and visayità (subjectness) and the correlation of these 
two parts is denoted by the word nsripita. The 
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objective content of a determinate cognition or judg- 
ment is constituled by three parts,—viz., the principal or 
leading concept called wvisesya (substantive), one or 
more subordinate concepts called visesana or prakara 
(adjunct), and a relation (samsarga? connecting the 
vifesana and visesya, These three parts form the 
complex object (visaya) of a judgment; the aspect of 
visaya!à which belongs to the visesya is called viscsyatà 
(substantiveness) ; that which belongs to the viScsana 
is called ciscsasg!à (adjunctness) ; and that which 
belongs to samsarga is called saiitearyate (relation- 
ness). In the judgment ‘the cloth is red’ (rakiah 
patah), cloth is the visesya, red col ur is presented as 
the visesana, and the relation between the redness and 
cloth is inherence (samavāya) and that is presented as 
the samsarga. The visayatad which belongs to these 
threethings 15 presented in three forms, viz.,—visesyald, 
visesanalá or Prakaratà and samsargatà. These three 
aspects of visayald are correlatea to each other and to 
the visayilà (subjectness) which belongs to the cogni- 
tion in which they are presented. lhe correlation of 
these factois is expressed in Sanskrit by the symbolic 
terms niripaka and niripya. The boundary of each of 
the objective factors is exactly defined by a reference 
to the delimiting feature which is also presented in the 
coguition under consideration, In the example referred 
to, cloth is presented as v$sesya, not under the aspect 
of dravyaiva (substanceness), but under the specific 
aspect of patatve (clothness) ; red colour is presented 
as viSesana or prakara, not under the aspect of gunatva 
(qualityness), but under the specific aspect of rakiatva 
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(red-colourness); and samavàya (inherence) is pre- 
sented as samsarga, not under the aspect of samban- 
dhatva (relationness), but under the specific aspect of 
samaváyalva (inherenceness). The required specifi- 
cations in these cases are made by referring to patatva, 
raktatva and s@mavdyatva as the delimiting adjuncts 
(avacchedaka) respectively of the visesyatà in the 
cloth, the prakaraté in the red-colour and the samsar- 
gata in inherence. Thus by a clever use of the terms 
avacchedaka (delimiting), avacchedya or avacchinna 
(delimited), and niripaka or nirüfpila (correlating or 
correlated), in the instance taken for illustration, 
viz.—the judgment ‘raktal tatah’ (the cloth is red), 
the objective content may be described in the following 
way, with a considerable measure of quantitative pre- 
cision :— “It isa cognition whose visayttà (subject- 
ness) is correlated to the viscsyatüà  (substantiveness) 
delimited by clothness (pa!atva), the visesyatà in its 
turn being correlated to the prakdratd (adjunctness) 
delimited by red-colourness (rakta-ripatva), and the 
samsargata (relationness) correlated to the said prakd- 
rata and viscsyaié being delimited by inherenceness 
(samavayatva). The Sanskrit expression which 
exactly describes the objective content of the judgment, 
«he cloth is red’ (raktah Patah), may be set forth 
thus :—“‘raktatvdvacchinna prakératanirapita—patatvd- 
vacchinnaviSesyatansrupita — samavayatvavacchinna- 
sanisargataniriptia—visayitasals jiiánam", In this way 
the disposition of the component factors of the objec- 
tive content of a cognition is exactly indicated by 
means of the symbolic words avacchedaka and nirapita. 
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The definitions of rama and bhrama, as given in the 
text, are somewhat defective, since they do not indicate 
correctly the correlation between the visesyatad and 
prakàratà. Inthe definition of prama, for instance, as 
given in the text, the substantive having a certain 
attribute is referred to as visesya and the particular 
attribute as prakāra. This amounts to saying that in 
brama, if silverness is presented as prakara, silver 
having silverness (rajatatva) in it is also presented as 
visesya. Though, for all practical purposes, this looks 
like a correct definition of prama, it would break down 
when considered in the light of certain group-cogni- 
tions (samühalambana), in which two or more sub- 
stantival factors (visesya) are presented as co-ordinate 
objects associated with certain adjuncts. Nacre and 
silver (Sukti and rajata) may both be present in a cer- 
tain place; a gioup-cognition, which at once mistakes 
nacre for silver and silver for nacre, may arise; it isa 
samihdlambanabhrama which takes the form,—* These 
are silver and nacre" (ime rajatasukti) ; the definition 
of pramdas given in the text would be applicable to 
this case of bhrama for the reason that silverness 
(rajatatva! and nacreness (Suktitva) are presented as 
attributes (prakdra) and the two things, nacre and 
silver, which really have the two attributes mentioned, 
are presented as leading concepts (vifesya). There is 
nothing in the definition of pramd, as given in the text, 
which would exclude such cases of samühülambana- 
bhramu. To exclude such cases, it is necessary to point 
out that the adjunctness (prakdrata) of the attribute 
presented in a valid cognition is correlated with the 
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substantiveness (visesyata) of the thing really having 
that attribute. In the erroneous group-cognition (sami- 
halambana) above referred to, the substantiveness of 
nacre is not rightly correlated with the adjunctness of 
nacreness but wrongly correlated with the adjunctness 
of silverness; and similarly the adjunctness of 
nacreness and the substantiveness of silv:rness are 
wrongly correlated with each other. A correct des- 
cription of this erroneous group-cognition in accord- 
ance with the technical terminology of the Naiyayikas 
would facilitate a correct appreciation of these remarks. 


This samthadlambana may be described thus in 
Sanskrit :— 


"rajatatvanistha-prakàratànirüpita- Suktinistha- vi- 
Sesyatd ckà, Suktitvanistha-prakéarataniriipita-rajatonis- 
thaviSesyata apara, etüdrsavisesy tadcavanirüpita-visa- 
yitdsali me Suktirajate’ itt samühàlambanam," 

Thus it will be seen that the correct and complete 
definition of Arama or valid cognition is that it isa 
cognition in which the thing that is presented as sub- 
stantive (v Sesya) has the attribute which is presented 
as adjunct (prakara) and the substantiveness (zi$e- 
syatà) of the former is presented as correlated with the 
adjunctness (rakāratā) of the latter. For a similar 
reason, the definition of bhrama, as given in the text, 
should be amplified with a view to securing greater 
precision. A bhrama is an erroneous cognition in 
which the thing that is presented as substantive 
(visesya) does not have the attribute presented as 
adjunct (prakara), though the substantiveness 
(visegyatà) of the former is presented as correlated 
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with the adjunctness (prakaratd) of the latter. This 
definition would be applicable to cases of erroneous 
cognition like ‘this is silver’ (idam rajatam), where 
nacre is mistaken for silver; and it also excludes cases 
of valid group-cognition (sammhdlambanapramd) like 
‘these are silver and nacre’ (dme rajatasukii), where 
both silver and nacre are seen as such and not con- 
founded with each other. 


In this connection, it is desirable to say a few 
words about the way in which the Nyaya theorist 
solves the problem of knowledge and the connected 
questions of truth and error. The realism of Nyaya, 
which recognizes complete difference (bheda) between 
the object (visaya) and subject (visayin) or between 
the known object (7//eya) and the cognizing knowledge 
(jfiána) has inevitably to face the problem of truth and 
error and to suggest some solution which may be con- 
sistent with the Nyàya theory, If the jñeya should be 
wholly different from jidna, hew is the gulf between 
these two real factors to be bridged over, seeing that 
they are fundamentally different? How is knowledge 
possible at all? Knowledge is a real factor and its 
object is also a real factor existing independently of 
knowledge, Toa Naiyáyika, esse can never be percipi. 
If it is the nature of knowledge, as the Naiyayika con- 
tends, to come into relation with a real object existing 
outside knowledge, what is it that bridges over 
the gulf between these two factors? The Nyaya 
theorist who recognizes a scheme of external relations 
finds it easy to point out that through the self-linking 
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relation (svarüpasambandha) of subject and object 
(visayavisayibháva), the copniad reality (/Zieya) and 
the cognizing reality (jana) can be brought together. 
The secret of the Nyāya conception of svarüpasam- 
bandha is that relation is but a phase of reality and 
every real object involves that phase. From the Nyaya 
point of view, it is perfectly inicilizile that knowledge 
is knowledge of a real object external to it and is not 
simply knowledge of ideas which are only copies of ob- 
jects. It is one of the advantages of the Nyaya concep- 
tion of relation being wholly external that the Naiya- 
yikas can account for cognition without the mediation 
of ideas as idealists and subjectivists find it necessary 
to do. Sorin Nyaya epistemology, it may be said that 
the Naiyayika has no difficulty in. solving the problem 
of knowledge, the term knowledge being understood as 
cognition of objective reality, while there is real difh- 
culty in ` . for the difference between truth and 
error, or valid cognition and erroneous cognition, con- 
sistently with the realistic standpoint of Nyàya meta- 
physics, not to speak of the difficulties involved in the 
Nyaya theory of external relation. In a valid cognition 
like ‘thisis silver’ (idam rajatam), where silver is seen 
correctly as silver, the Naiyàyika contends that its 
objective content exactly corresponds to the external 
realities represented by the attribute ‘silverness’, the 
thing possessing that attribute, viz., silver, and their 
relation of inherence (samazvdya). It should be re- 
membered here that according to Nyàya epistemology, 
the objective content of a cognition is not contained in 
cognition but exists outside it and it is called ‘content’ 
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only in the sense that the relation of object and subject 
(visaya and visayim) connects it with ñana. Ina 
valid cognition, the exact correspondence between 
jidna and jicya, as already explained, consists in the 
correct correlation of the phases of visayavisayibhava, 
viz., adjunctness (prakdrata), substantiveness (vise- 
syata) and relationness (samsargala). Inan errone- 
ous cognition like ‘this is silver’ (1dam rajatam), 
where nacre (Sw it mother of pearl) is mistaken for 
silver, the objective content does not exactly corres- 
pond to the external realities represented by silverness, 
silver and their relation; and the Jack of correspond- 
ence in such cases is due to a wrong correlation of the 
phases of cf$sayavisayibhàca, the ac junctness ( Praka- 
rata) of the real silverness which belongs to the real 
silver existing elsewhere being erroneously correlated 
with the substantiveness (vafesyatd) which belongs to 
the nacre presented as idam (this). Thus, a careful 
analysis of the Nyaya definition of pramd and bhrama 
would make it clear that the Naiyayikas are prepared 
to regard truth and error as consisting in correspond- 
ence and lack of correspondence with objective reality. 


The Nyaya theory of bhrama is known as anya. 
thakhydativdda or the theory which explains erroneous 
cognition as misapprehension of one thing as another 
thing. In the phrase anyathàkbhyàti, the term khyati 
means ‘cognition’ and anya!hà means ‘otherwise than 
what it is’. When nacre is wrongly seen as silver, the 
erroneous cognition that arises takes the form ‘this is 
silver’ (idam rajatam). Here, ‘this’ stands for nacre 
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lying in front of the knower; and it is first seen asa 
white piece and not as nacre, the distinctive feature of 
nacre being missed either through some defect in sight 
or in the particular situation in which the visual per- 
ception arises. The visual perception of nacre as ‘this’ 
(idan) arises in the ordinary way, through laukika- 
sannikarsa or through the normal sense-relation of 
contact between the sense and the object seen. The 
real silverness (rajatatva), which belongs to the real 
silver existing elsewhere, is presented in this visual 
perception as the attribute of nacre seen as “idam’ ina 
general form; neither the real rajata nor the real 
rajatatva could be said to be connected with the sense 
of sight through normal sense-relation (laukikasanni- 
karsa); and without sannikarsa (sense-relation) being 
established between the sense-organ concerned and the 
object to be perceived, perception cannot arise. So, 
the Natyaytkas hold that the real silver and silverness 
come to be connected with the sense of sight through an 
extra-normal type of sensc-relation (alaukikasannt- 
karsa) which is called jidnalaksanapratydsatti ( sense- 
relation represented by cognition). The details relating 
to the different. kinds of extra-normal sense-rclation 
causing extra-normal perception will be fully explained 
under section 30, infra. In the present instance of 
erroneous cognition, features like white colour and 
brightness, wlich nacre possesses in common with 
silver, are noticed; they remind the knower of the real 
silver and silverness which he might have seen else- 
where; and the recollection (smviz) of the real silver- 
ness (rajataiva) constitutes the exta-normal relation 
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represented by cognition  (j/íánalaksanapratyàsatti), 
which brings silverness within the scope of the visual 
sense seeing nacre as ‘this’ (idam) in the ordinary way. 
Thus, according to the Naiyayikas, the visual mis- 
apprehension of nacre as silver is an extra-normal 
variety of visual perception (alaukikacaksusa), It 
may be noted here that the proposition *One thing is 
mistaken for another’ (anyat anyatha grhyate), which. 
brings out the meaning of thetechnical phrase anyatha- 
khyatt, is interpreted in two ways in Nyaya literature, 
The earlier Naiyayikas like Vacaspatimigra would take: 
this proposition to mean *One reality is mistaken for 
another reality’ (sadantaram sadantarátmanà grhyate) ; 
while later Naiyayikas like GanyeSopadhyaya would 
take it to mean, “A realobject which does not have a 
certain attribute is mistaken in an extra-normal percep- 
tion as having that attribute, which exists elsewhere’ 
(tadabhavavat vastu tcdvat jñayate). 

Students of Nyàya epistemology cannot adequate- 
ly estimate the phil sophical value of the Nyàya theory 
of anyathakhyati without comparing it to some extent 
with the theories of brama (khydtivada) propounded 
by the other schools of Indian philosophy. There are 
five theories of bhrama; viz., the theory of self-appre- 
hension (dimakhyati), the theory of non-being’s appre- 
hension (asatkhyati), the theory of non-abprehension 
(akhyáti), the theory of misapprchension (anyatha- 
2४१४), and the theory of indefinable’s apprehension 
(anirvacantyakiyati). The Yogacara school of Bud- 
dhism, otherwise known as the Vijfianavada school, 
explains erroneous cognition as consisting in the ‘self’ 
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which is identical with consciousness, externalising 
itself in the form of objects like silver; all determinate 
cognitions of objects, according to the Yogacara 
subjectivists, are erroneous; this theory of bhramais 
called dtmakhyativdda (theory of self-apprehension). 
The nihilistic school of Buddhists, otherwise known as 
the Madhyamaka school, explains bhrama as consisting 
in the cognition of a non-being (asat); inthe case of the 
erroneous cognition ‘this is silver’ which arises where 
there is no silver, the object of the cognition is a non- 
being (asat);on the strength of experience, even non- 
being should be taken to admit of being cognized; this 
theory of bhrama is known as asatkhyátivada. The 
Prabhakara school of Mimirhsakas explains all cases of 
bhrama as cases of non-apprehension. They contend 
that, in the cognition of silver where only nacre is seen, 
two cognitions arise in fact, one cognition being the 
perception of nacre in a general way as this (idam) 
and not as °: ‘'....' , the distinctive feature of 
nacreness, and the other cognition being the recollection 
of silver previously cognized elsewhere. The recollec- 
tion of silver in this case is not identified by the knower 
as recollection, but is cognized by him merely as cogni- 
tion, since the object of recollection—viz., silver is 
thought of merely as silver, stripped of its association 
with past time and the particular place where it was 
seen. The Pribhikaras describe such recollection by 
the phrase Aramustatatidkasmarana or ‘recollection of 
an object robbed of its that-ness.’ In certain other 
cases of bhrama like ‘the conch is yellow’ (pitah 
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sankhah), the Prabhakara theorist explains that two 
imperfect perceptions arise, one being the visual 
perception of a conch as such, its real colour being 
missed, and the other being the visual perception of 
the yellow colour of the bilious matter which causes 
jaundice (pittadravyapitimd ), the relation of the yellow 
colour to the bilious substance being missed. Thus in 
all cases of bhrama, two distinct cognitions—either a 
perception and a recollection or two perceptions—arise; 
their distinction is missed; and the difference between 
objects comes to be missed for the time being; asa 
result of such non-discrimination, volitional decision 
( Pravrtti or yatna) leading to voluntary activity arises; 
a voluntary activity with a view to seizing the object of 
bhrama, such as silver, folows; the knower in such cases, 
acting on his knowledge, realises through his experience 
that his activity has become futile, as he finds only 
nacre on the particular spot and no silver at all; and in 
those cases,in view of the fact that the volitional 
decision (pravrtiz) of the knower concerned leads to a 
futile activity, the cognitive antecedent of such a futile 
frovritiis technically called bhrama. It will be seen 
that, while the Prabhikaras are prepared to give a place 
to the term bhrama in their vocabulary, they maintain 
that all experiences are valid (anubhütih prama) and 
that the so-called cases of bhrama are only undiscri- 
minated jumbles of cognitions whoseobjects also happen 
to be undiscriminated for the time being (jiidnayoh 
visayayosca vivekàgrahàt bhramah). In other words, 
according to the Prabhakaras, to experience is to 
experience validly and to err in experience is to experi- 
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ence imperfectly, though validly, the imperfection con- 
sisting merely in non-discrimination and not in 
misapprehension, The Nyaya theory of anyathakhyati 
has already been explained. The Bhattas, for all 
practical purposes, adopt the Nyàya theory of bhrama, 
with this difference—that they describe a Dhrama as 
viparitakhydtt or contrary experience; that they do not 
account for bhrama through extra-normal sense-rela- 
tion; and that the relation (saiisarga) between nacre 
and silverness (rajalatvca) or *idam and rajatam’ (*this' 
and 'silver'), in the case of the misapprehension of 
nacre as silver, is a non-being (asat). Among the 
Vedantins, those of the dualistic school (dvatinak) 
maintain what they call their own version of anyathd- 
khyáti and contend that, in cases of erroneous experi- 
ence like Suktirajatabhrama, the silver which is 
presented in brama is non-being out-and-out 
(atyantàsat) within the sphere of nacre, though it is 
real elsewhere; and the chief argument in support of 
this view is that the sublating cognition (bddhaka- 
pratiti), which arises later takes the form—‘‘ There 
was no silver at all here in the past; it is not here now; 
and it will never be here in the future” (ndira rajatam 
dsit, asti, bhavigyati), and it totally denies the existence 
of silver.within the sphere of nacre in the past, the pre- 
sent and the future. The Vedantins of the Visistadvaita 
school adopt the Prabhakara theory of akhyāti with 
certain modifications and their version of akhydti is 
known as 'non-apprchension cum apprehension of 
reality’ (akhydtisamvalita-satkhyati), Sri Ramanuja 
and his . followers hold that the object of bhrama is 
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always real and there is strictly speaking no invalid 
cognition at all. In the perception of nacre as silver, 
it is the silver which is included among the component 
parts of nacre that is seen. They assume that subs- 
tances which are similar must have some component 
parts in common, that silver is made up of parts of 
nacre and parts of silver and iscalled silver because 
the con-tituent parts represented by silver predominate; 
that in the constitution of nacre, likewise, the pre- 
domin: tiag part is represented by nacre and there is a 
small portion of silver; and that this small portion of 
silver it is, that happens to be seen when nacre is seen 
as silver, Thus according to the school of Sri Rama- 
nuja, a person who errs in cognition really blunders 
into a subtle truth which, under normal conditions, is 
missed or ignored. 

A critical student of Indian philosophy would find 
reason 10 be dissatisfied with every one of these 
theories of bhiama. The non-existent or non-! cing 
(asal) is an absolute zero and cannot be perserted in 
any experience, though the Madhyamakas insist that 
we are helpless in the matter and have to recognize the 
possibility of asat being presented in experience on the 
strength of experience itself. The Yogiciara idealist 
endeavours to improve upon the nothingistic explana- 
tion of the Madhyamakas by saying that consciousness 
comprises its configuration (sdkdram vijidnam), and 
in its externalised form, it is presented in itself as its 
object. But one can easily see that this explanation in- 
volves a number of inconsistencies. The Nyaya realist 


realizes that nothing but reality (sat) admits of being 
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presented in experience; he explains that error consists 
in confounding one reality with another reality and 
complicates his theory by trying to bring the absent 
reality within the range of the sense-organ concerned 
through the extra-normal relation (a'aukikasannikarsa ) 
represented by some form of cognition itself (/ñana- 
laksanapratydsatti). The Bhatta realists, while adop- 
ting the theory of anyathakhyati, find it necessary to 
accommodate themselves to the asatkhydti theory, in 
holding that the samsarga element in the apprehension. 
of nacre as silver and in such other cases is a non-being 
(asat). The Prabhakara realist sees the danger of 
compromise with the asa/khyéti on the one side, and on 
the other side, sees how the Nyaya theory that one 
reality is presented as another reality (sadantaram 
sadantardimand grhyate) would inevitably reduce 
itself to a variety of asatkhydt: for the obvious reason 
that one reality never exists (is asat) in the form of 
another reality. In order to avoid these difficulties 
the Prabhakara realist adopts the extreme theory of 
akhyáti. Though this is the only theory which could 
be said to be perfectly consistent with realism, it is not 
adequate to account for the volitional decision 
(Pravriti) and the further activity that follows a 
bhrama. As Vacaspatimisra points out in his Tátparya- 
tika and Bhamati, (in the akhydlsvdda) one could find 
as much justification in non-identification (abheda- 
graha), for the two cognitions in cases of bhramea 
appearing as two cognitive units and consequently for 
the two objects in such cases appearing as different, as 
in non-discrimination  (bhedágráha), for the two 
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cognitions and their two objects in such cases appearing 
as one and the same; and as a result, if there should 
be volitional decision in the direction of activity on the 
latter ground, there should be volitional decision in the 
opposite direction of abstention on the former ground 
and the knower should hang between pravriti and 
nivrttt. These difficulties, the Advaitins endeavour to 
meet by propounding the theory of anirvacaniyakhyati 
and explaining bhrama as experience ofa relatively 
real object, which is neither absolute being (sat), nor 
absolute non-being (asat), nor both, According to 
the Advaitins, when nacre is seenassilver, for instance, 
what happens is this:—over the real substratum 
(adhisthana) represented by a nacre, or more correctly, 
nacre-delimited spirit (Suktyacvacchinnacattanja) the 
beginningless positive mist of nescience (anddibhdva- 
ripdjidna) happens to be thrown; when the sense of 
sight comes into relation with nacre in a general way, 
the mist 1s partly dispelled by the cognitive modification 
of antahkarana which takes the form ‘this’ (tdamd- 
kdravrtit); the mist of nescience, however, continues 
to veil the nacreness of what is seen as this (idam) 
and, reinforced by the prepossessions of the knower’s 
mind and by the similarity between the object seen as 
‘this’ and silver, undergoes transformation, with the 
result that silver comes into being also with the cogni- 
tion of silver, which is but a cognitive modification of 
nescience (Suktyavacchinnacaitanyadhisthitavidya raja- 
taripena rajatdkdravrttirupena ca parinamate); silver 
which thus comes into being has relative reality; it is 
said to be anifvacaniya in the sense that it does not 
9 
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admit of being definitely described as sat (being), or 
asat (non-being) or both; and it is also said to be 
pratibhadsika in the sense that it is coterminous with its 
presentation in cognition, It will thus be seen that the 
Advaitin’s theory of bhrama regards it as a cognitive 
complex consisting of two cognitive factors, one of 
them being a vrtit of antahkarana and the other being 
a vritt of avidyd. According to this theory, the object 
of a bhrame is real in a relative sense and comes into 
being along with the bArama and lasts as long as the 
bhrama lasts; and there is no need for accommodation 
to asatkhydti or for any complication in the form of 
extra-normal (alaukika) sense-relation. That the 
Advaitins have no particular animus against the 
advocates of anyathakhyativdda is evident from the 
way in which they are readily willing to accept the 
explanation of anyathdkhyati in the case of what is 
known as sopadhikabhrama, where the object of birama 
happens to be within the normal scope of the sense- 
organ, as, for instance in the erroneous perception of a 
crystal (sphatika) as red-coloured when a Japa (China 
rose) is seen to be in its vicinity. Such students of 
Indian philosophy as are capable of critically reviewing 
the five ‘theories’ of bhrama (khyátivdda) set forth 
here would not find it difficult to conceive of an appro- 
priate graph by means of which the epistemological 
inter-relation of these theories may be exhibited and 
comprehended. If one could imagine that epistemo- 
logical thought starts with asatkhyatt as centre and, in 
its endeavour to escape from it, swings forcibly between 
the two diametrical termini of anyathakhydts and 
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akhyati, it would not be difficult to imagine that such 
thought inevitably describes a comprehensive epistemo- 
logical circle in the form of anirvacaniyakhyàti, which 
easily accommodates itself to akhydtt in respect of the 
non-discrimination of the two vrtfts constituting a 
bhrama and to anyathabhyati by complete surrender in 
the case of sopddhikabhrama., 

It would be quite appropriate to consider here the 
Nyasa view regarding the way in which the validity 
and invalidity of a cognition, or truth and error, or 
pramanya and apramanya have to be accounted for and 
ascertained, The Naiyàyikas hold that validity and 
invalidity of cognitions are made out through extrinsic 
considerations and are brought about by extrinsic 
circumstances. In other words, according to the 
Naiyayikas, validity and invalidity cannot be said to be 
intrinsically made out (svalogrdhya) or intrinsically 
brought about (svatojunya). Intrinsicality (svatastva) 
in respect of the knowledge of reality consists in reality 
being made out by every means by which the cognition 
having it 15 ascertained but not ascertained to be 
invalid. This definition of suatogrdhyatva is expressed 
thus in the technical language of Nyaya:—‘‘pramdnyasya 
jüaptau svatastvam 'aliprii iry ;rina aya: ajjrdsa- 
grahakasdmagrigrahyatvam,” Whenever a person 
knows that he cognizes and does not know for the 
moment that he errs, he also knows that he validly 
cognizes:—this is the contention of the advocates of 
svatograhyatva or the theory that validity is intrinsically, 
made out. Thus, if a person could become aware of 
the existence of a cognition in him in a hundred ways 
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without becoming aware that that cognition iserroneous 
and in any one of those cases he becomes aware of the 
cognition only without becoming aware of its validity, 
the definition of svatograhyatva would not hold good 
and the view that validity is made out extrinsically 
(paratograhya) has inevitably to be accepted. The 
Naiyayikas explain their position thus in regard to this 
question. A determinate cognition like “this is silver” 
(idam rajatam) is called vyavasáya and it is presented 
first in the anuvyavasáya (after-cognition or conscious- 
ness of a cognition) which takes a form like this—*'I 
cognize this silver" (idam rajatam jànàámi), and in this 
anuvyavasdya, the validity of the cognition referred to 
is not presented. If such anwvyavasüya were to in- 
variably take cognizance of the validity of such vyava- 
saya, it would not be possible to account for the doubt 
which an inexperienced person feels regarding the vali- 
dity of such vyavasaya. So, in such cases, the validity 
of the vyavasáya “this is silver" should be ascertained 
through the practical result to which it leads.- If the 
voluntary decision and activity following such vyava- 
siya should turn out to be fruitful and if the knower 
should actually find himself in a position to get the silver 
which he wanted, such vyavasaya (cognition) is recog- 
nized to be valid. The process of inference through 
which one’s mind may pass in such cases is usually put 
in this form: “This cognition is valid, because it leads 
to a fruitful effort; any cognition that leads to a fruit- 
ful effort is valid, as another valid cognition already 
realized to be such in experience, (idam jfiünam 
prama; saphalapravritijanakatvát ; yadyat saphala- 
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pravritijanakam tat jhanam prama; yathá pramán- 
taram). It should be borne in mind, in this connection, 
that causing fruitful effort is, according to Nyaya the 
ground of inferring validity, while validity itself con- 
sists in the cognition in question cognizing a thing as 
possessing an attribute which it really has. In that the 
Naiyàyikas make the ascertainment of the truth of a 
cognition dependent upon its agreement with its expec- 
ted workings or, in other words, with the consequences 
which are expected to arise from it in the experience of 
the active subject, their view would appear to be closely 
similar to that of the modern pragmatist. However, 
they do not lose sight of the fact that pragmatism is 
only a method of ascertaining truth, that this method 
itself presupposes fruth whose nature has to be explain- 
ed independently of agreement with practical workings 
and that, if the truth presupposed by the pragmatic 
argument were itself t» be ascertained pragmatically, 
through inference, the fault of regressus ad infinitum 
would inevitably follow. Having due regard to such 
difficulties, the Naiyayikas define truth as consisting in 
correspondence with reality and thus combine their 
pragmatic theory with a theory which has much in 
common with what is known as the correspondence 
notion of truth in western philosophical literature, The 
Nyaya definition of validity (pramdtva) makes it clear 
that truth consists in correspondence with reality. The 
Nayiyàyikas also point out that, only in cases where a 
cognition leads to effort in practical experience or it 
happens to be pravartaka, it becomes necessary to 
ascertain the validity of such cognition in order to 
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ensure unfaltering effort (niskampapravrtit) ; and that, 
on the first occasion of halting effort (sakampapra- 
vriii), it is not necessary that the cognition leading to 
such effort should have been definitely made out to be 
valid and it would do if such cognition should not have 
been definitely ascertained to be invalid. It can be 
easily seen from this that there is no room for any fear 
of anavasthà (endless regression) or dimdsraya (self- 
dependence) in the pragmatic method of inierring 
truth as employed by the Naiyàyikas. In respect of 
the question how validity and invalidity are brought 
about, the Nyàya theory is that they are brought about 
by certain extrinsic circumstances which, for the sake 
of convenience, are called gunas (good features) and 
dosas (defects); in other words the Nyaya theorists 
maintain Paratastva (extrinsicality) in respect of the 
utpatii (production) of validity and invalidity of a 
cognition as well as in respect of their 7£iapt? (know- 
ledge). For instance the validity of a perception is 
secured by the good feature (guna) consisting in the 
adequacy of the contact between the sense-organ con- 
cerned and its object; and its invalidity is the result of 
defects such as distance and some disease affecting the 
sense-organ. 

It would be interesting to contrast the Nyaya 
theory of truth and error with the epistemological 
theories put forward by other schools of Indian philo- 
sophy about truth and error. The Samkhyas maintain 
that both validity and invalidity are intrinsically made 
out in the sense that it is by virtue of the reflection or 
proximity of the same cit (self-luminious conscious. 
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ness), that the existence of a cognitive vrtit and its 
validity or invalidity are illuminated. Prabhakaras 
make no difference between vyavasáya and anuvyava- 
saya and maintain that, in every cognition, the knower, 
the known object, and knowledge itself, along with its 
validity, are presented. They advocate the theory 
of intrinsicality (svatastvapaksa), in so far as validity 
(pramátoa) is concerned; and there is no question of 
error (apramdtva) in their theory, since they maintain 
that all experiences are valid (anubhatih prama). The 
Bhattas contend that cognition is to be inferred 
through its effect, called jñätatā or pràkatya, which 
consists in what some of them describe as a temporary 
luminosity (prakasa) arising in known objects and 
referred to in propositions like ‘this is known’ (ayam 
jñatah); and that in such inference the cognition which 
has caused jidtatd, and its validity are presented. The 
validity which is thus intrinsically made out may be 
stultified by a subsequent sublating cognition; and thus, 
in the Bhatta theory, invalidity (apramatva) is extrin- 
sically made out. The Bhattas are, therefore, to be 
taken to advocate svatastva in the case of validity and 
paratastva in the case of invalidity. Murarimisra, who 
does not go the whole hog either as a Prabhakara or as 
a Bhatta, but who is undoubtedly a ^ imarmsaka, recog- 
nizes, like a Naiyayika, that a cognition (vyavasdya) is 
cognized by its after-cognition (anuvyavasdja), but 
maintains, unlike a Naiyayika, that the validity of 
vyavasáya is also presented in the same anuvyavasdaya. 
It will thus be seen that Muràrimi$ra is an advocate 
of the theory of the intrinsicality of validity (pramd- 
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tvam svato grhyate). The Bauddhas, on the other 
hand, hold that all determinate knowledge (savikal- 
aka), in so far as one is conscious of it, is erroneous 
{apramé) and its apramátva is intrinsically made out; 
while, through inference, the validity (pramdtva) of 
indeterminate cognition (mirvikalpaka) is extrinsically 
made out. The Buddhists thus advocate the theory of 
extrinsicality (pavatasivapaksa) in regard to validity 
and intrinsicality (svatastvapaksa) in regard to invali- 
dity. According to the Advaitins, the validity of a 
cognition is intrinsically made out in the sense that the 
witnessing inner spirit (sdesicattan)'a), which illumi- 
nates the valid cognitive vr!i?, also illuminates its vali- 
dity (praindtva); and the invalidity (apramdiva) of a 
cognitive vrtti is inferred extrinsically, through the 
resultant effort becoming futile. In order to evaluate 
adequately the different theories of pramdtva and 
apramaiva set forth here, it is necessary to note that 
the Naiyayikas would answer in the affirmative, the 
question—'Is error possible in realism ?'—and would 
explain the possibility of error by showing how a real 
substantive (visesya) and a real attribute (prakdra) 
may be erroneously correlated when they are presented 
in cognition and thus save realism itself from being 
ruined by conceding the possibility of error. The 
Prabhakara realists think that any concession of the 
possibility of error (bhrama) would spell the ruin of 
realism and insist that all experiences are valid 
(anubhatih prama) and that the so-called bhramas 
involve an element of non-discrimination (avtveka). 
The Bhàtta realists adopt the enyathakhyati of Nyaya 
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with suitable modifications; and in order to preserve 
realism effectively, they would make the knowledge of 
cognition (7£àna) dependent upon the knownness 
(matata) of the object (jfieya) and thus provide an 
effective counterblast to idealism which seeks to merge 
all jieya in J£aàna. The Buddhist idealist rules out 
truth and considers all determinate knowledge (savikal- 
baka) erroneous. The advocates of the theory of 
intrinsicality of validity (prdmdnyasvatastvavddinah), 
more especially the Bhattas and the Advaitins, would 
generally emphasise the ideas that, in a valid cognition, 
the object is not stultified by a subsequent sublating 
cognition and is not merely re-exhibited through a 
reminiscent impression, the former of these two fea- 
tures being stressed in particular; and this way of 
looking at framátva would be quite in accord with tbe 
view that apramdiva is made out extrinsically and 
pramdtva intrinsically. It may also be noted, with 
advantage, that, in the Nyàya theory, anuvyavasdya 
(the subject-centred after-cognition) is regarded as 
self-luminous (svaprakdsa) in the sense that it reve; Is 
itself along with the vyavasdya (the object-centred 
cognition in which the knower and knowledge are not 
presented); and that, in this respect, the Nyàya realist 
seeks to combine in a way his objectivism with an 
aspect of subjectivistic thought which is not incom- 
patible with his realism. In this kind of compromise, 
a danger is lurking, as students of Advaita may easily 
see, and this danger consists in the manner in which 
the Nyàya view lends itself to anuvyavaséiya being 
treated as a fragmentary appearance of the absolute 
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reality represented by the absolute, self-luminous 
consciousness called cif. 

An intelligent attempt to review synthetically all 
the theories of bhrama known to Indian philosophy 
will bring to light the fact that, in some manner or 
other, a negative element is involved in every one of 
the five khydtivddas (theories explaining the nature of 
bhrama). In the asatkhyati doctrine, the negative 
element is obvious; and in GdiMakhyati doctrine, it is 
obvious in so far as objective externality is concerned. 
In the anyathakhyáti view, the negative element is to be 
found in the samsarga part or in the idea that one 
reality is presented as another reality which it is not or 
that a real substantive is presented as havinga real 
attribute which it has not; and in the akhyat doctrine, 
one can easily detect the negative element in the idea of 
non-discrimination (aziveka). The anirvacaniyakh yàti 
doctrine appears on the surface to eschew the negative 
element from the conception of b/nama; but, in fact, 
the negative element is replaced by relativity which 
implies a negative element and transfers the negative 
element from the side of object to the side of definite 
predications (nirvacana) with reference to the object. 
A careful investigation of the Advaitin’s anirvacaniya- 
khyáti, as compared with the other theories of bhrama, 
would lead to the mystery of error being unravelled 
through the disentanglement of negativity, which is the 
inner core of bhrama. But this would not amount to 
all the theories of Dhrama being reduced to the level of 
asatkhyáti; for, it should be remembered that negativ- 
ity is only the other side of relativity and an aspect of 
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reality. If one might be permitted here to indulge for 
a while in epigrammatising, one might well say that yes 
(sat) and no (asat) are the fulcra of all epistemology 
as they are of all metaphysics; that yes and no are but 
phases of the same reality ; that all appearances are the 
offspring of a cross between yes and no; that it will be 
evident through the gemination of yes and no, that yes 
is no and no is yes; and that error (bhrama) is the 
antechamber of truth (prama). 


In subsections (f) and (g) of section 28 of the 
text, valid experience (prama) and its instrument are 
each divided into four kinds. The term pramdna is 
used in this section in the sense of the efficient special 
cause or instrument (karana) of valid experience. The 
word pramana is sometimes used in the sense of valid 
experience (pramd), as for instance in the proposition 
dam rajatam iti jfiánam prama” (this is siver—this is 
valid experience). /1n the word pramdna, the suffix 
ana denotes an instrument in the former case; and in 
the latter case, it denotes bhava (the meaning of the 
root itself). The Indian materialists, called Carvakas, 
recognize only one Pramana, viz. perception: the 
Bauddhas and the Vaisesikas recognize two pramdnas, 
viz., perception and inference; the Sarhkhyas recognize 
three, viz., perception, inference and verbal testimony; 
the Naiyàyikas recognize four, viz. perception, 
inference, assimilation and verbal testimony; the 
Prabhakaras recognize five, viz., the above four fra- 
manas and presumptive testimony (arthdpatt:); the 
Bhattas and Advaitins recognize these five pramdnas 
and non-cognition (anupalabdhi) as the sixth Pramana; 


140 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [Part r 


and the Pauránikas recognise these six pramdnas and, 
in addition, recognize necessary inclusion (sambhava) 
and traditional hearsay (aitihya) as the seventh and 
the eight pramana. The leading exponents of Indian 
philosophy are unanimous in discarding the last two, 
sambhava and aitihya y the reason is obvious; the 
former which enables one, for instance, to be sure of 
fifty when hundred are guaranteed is nothing more 
than a plain case of immediate inference ; and the latter, 
which consists in traditional hearsay like ‘a spirit 
dwells in this banyan tree’ (iha vate yaksastisthati), is 
no Pramana at all until it is verified, and when verified, 
it comes under verbal testimony, The arguments 
advanced by Carvakas to reject even anumdna and the 
grounds on which the Vaiáesikas and Bauddhas would 
bring upamdna (comparison or assimilation) and Sabda 
(verbal testimony) under inference will be considered 
under appropriate heads in chapters II, III and IV, 
infra, The Naiyàyikas would bring presumptive testi- 
mony (arthàpatti) under anumdna (inference), and in 
some cases, under Sabda (verbal testimony). A refer- 
ence to pages 44 to 47 supra would show how the 
Naiyàyikas and Prabhakaras discard anupalabdhi 
(non-cognition) as a distinct pramdna and how the 
former reduce it to the level of a necessary acessory to 
pratyaksa, in perceiving non-existence (abháva). From 
chapter III it will be seen that the Nyàya view of 
upamdnais different in several respects from the 
Mimamsaka's view of that pramana. 


It would be useful to consider here how the chief 
champions of arthápatti, the Bhattas and Prabhakaras, 
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maintain that it is a distinct Pramdna and should not be 
brought under anumdna or Sabda and on what grounds 
the Naiyayikas refuse to recognize it as a distinct 
pramana, According to the Bhattas, a knowledge of 
some fact which is unaccountable otherwise than by 
presumptively granting another fact is the instrument 
in the case of arihdpattt and the knowledge presump- 
tively arrived at of the explanatory fact is the resultant 
cognition (upapādyajñānam karanam, upapadakajianam 
phalam). For instance, Devadatta is alive and not 
present in his house; this fact hasto be accounted for 
(upapádya), and cannot be accounted for otherwise 
than by presumptively granting that he must be present 
in some place outside his housd bahissadbhavakalpanam 
vind nopapadyate). In the Bhatta view, the etymology 
of the word arthdpatt: should be explained in two ways 
according as the word js taken in the senseof the instru- 
mental cognition- (karanibhitajfiana) or resultant 
cognition (; phalibhütajZüna). In the former case, 
the word is to be explained as denoting the 
knowledge of the fact which has to be accounted 
for and is otherwise unaccountable—the knowledge 
through which the needed explanatory fact is presump- 
tively arrived at (arthasya wpapadakasya kalpanā 
yasyah anyathànupapannasya upapad yasya pratiteh sa). 
In the latter case, the word denotes the presumptive 
knowledge of the required explanatory circumstance 
(arthasya wpapadakasya kalpanā). The Bhattas define 
arthapaitt to be a pramdna which consists in such a 
conflict between two valid cognitions, of which one 
takes a general form and the other takes a specific form 
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of a conflicting character, as necessarily leads to the 
presumptive knowledge of a fact which removes the 
conflict. One of the stock examples given by them 
may be set forth thus:—Itis known for certain that 
Caitra is alive; he must be present in some 
particular place; he is not present in his house; 
so, he is presumably present elsewhere. That 
Caitra is alive and present in some particular 
place isan established fact which is presented in the 
valid cognition taking a general form (sddhdrana- 
pramana). That he is not present in his house is also 
an established fact which is presented in the valid 
cognition taking a specific form (asddhdranapramdana), 
The conflict between these two pramduas is not of the 
nature of the irreconcilable conflict which one notices 
between two contradictories; but it is of the nature of 
the conflict between a general affirmation and specific 
exclusion or between a general rule and an exception 
(samanya and visesa). The Naiyayikas contend that, in 
such cases, there is no real conflict at all since both the 
general affirmation and the specific exclusion may be 
true. The Bhattas point out in reply that conflict need 
not always be thoroughgoing as in the case of two con- 
tradictories, and that partial conflict is quite conceiv- 
able. In instances like the one cited above, there is real 
conflict, though of a partial nature and there is a stage 
in the process of thought, at which the validity of the 
general affirmation is about to be completely imperilled. 
Caitra is alive and must be present somewhere; he is 
not present in his house; between this stage in thought 
and the final stage of presuming Caitra’s presence out- 
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side his house, the truth of the pre-established fact of 
his being alive stands imperilled; thus, just at this 
intervening stage, there is the possibility of the know- 
ledge that Caitra is alive being falsified; and the 
knower's conviction that this knowledge is true induces 
him to presume that Caitra is present outside his house 
and to prevent the possibility of falsification from 
becoming actualised. The Bhattas maintain in this 
manner that arthdpatti, as an instrument of valid cog- 
nition, is represented by a kind of conflict between a 
sddhdéranapramdna and asadhàranapramáma (a valid 
cognition in the form of a general affirmation anda 
valid cognition in the form of a specific denial or 
exclusion), and that the resultant frama arising from 
a consciousness of such a conflict is a presumptive type 
of knowledge. If the essential element in arthüpatti is 
that a certain fact like Caitra's being alive and net 
being present in his house is unaccountable without 
presuming another fact like Caitra's being outside his 
house, could not arthāpatti be reduced to inference 
based on negative concomitance (vyatirekyanumdna) ? 
This is what the Naiyàyikas ask. To get over this 
difficulty and to prevent arthapatti being reduced to 
anumána, the Prabhakaras urge that, in the example 
above referred to, itis not the possible falsification of 
the knowledge of Caitra being alive that constitutes the 
pramana called arthapatts; but it is the doubt regarding 
Caitra being alive (jivanasamSaya), which arises from 
the conflict indicated above, that serves as the means of 
the resultant cognition which consists in the presump- 
tive knowledge of Caitra being outside his house 
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(bahissativakalpanad). While the strong point in the 
Prabhakara view of arthdpatti is that by treating 
doubt as the means of presumption, the pramdna in 
question is redeemed from the grip of anwmana, the 
weak spot in that view is that it exalts doubt to the 
rank of a pramana; but the Prabhakaras, who hold that 
all experience is valid, would be quite willing to take 
this criticism as a compliment. The Bhattas meet the 
difficulty raised by the Naiyayikas, by pointing out that 
the fundamental element in the mental process involved 
in arthāpatti is presumption through negative concomi- 
tance (vyatirekavyapti) while the fundamental element 
in the mental process called anumdna is subsumption 
under positive concomitance (anvayavydpir) ; and that 
presumptive knowledge is cognition of a distinct type 
belonging more to the side of imagination than to 
inference—belonging more to the sphere of hypothesis 
than to the sphere of inferentially established thesis, 
and itis articulated through propositions like ‘I pre- 
sume’ and not through propositions like ʻI infer’. The 
Bhattas do not approve of the way in which the 
Prabhakaras have exalted doubt in this connection to 
the rank of a pramana. 1115 also pointed out by the 
Bhattas that there are certain cases of presumptive 
knowledge which do not admit of being reduced to 
inference. For instance, Devadatta is known to be 
present in the third house from mine; it is presumed 
that he is not present in any other house; this presump- 
tive knowledge refuses to be reduced to inference; it 
would not be a sound argument to say that any place 
other than the third house from mine is not a place 
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Devadatta is, on the ground that such a place happens 
to be different from the third house from mine and on 
the analogy of the second house from mine; for with 
equal force it might be argued that any place other 
than the three houses which have come within the scope 
of my observation is the place where Devadatta is pre- 
sent, on the ground that such a place is different from 
the two houses adjacent to the third house in which he 
is present and on the analogv of that third house. The 
Naiyayikas would, however, explain their attitude in 
the matter by pointing out that, where one has to rely 
exclusively on negative concomitance (vyalirekavyàpti). 
one's mind has to pass inevitably through a stage of. 
positive concomitance (anvayavyápti) before it arrives 
at the resultant cognition; that presumptive knowledge 
(kalpawd) is really the anticipatory forestalling by the 
imaginative side of one’s mind of what its somewhat 
slower ratiocinative side arrives at through inference; 
and that such foreshadowings through negative con- 
comitance (vyatirePavyápti) may well be brought 
under anumdna as a distinct variety of it and need not 
be exalted to the rank of a distinct pramdna. It should 
be remembered in this connection that the Bhattas. 
maintain that what the Naiyayikas would treat as in- 
ference based exclusively on negative examples and. 
negative concomitance {kevalavyatirekyanumdna) is. 
really no inference at all and demands a distinct place 
as Pramana, since it lacks the essential feature of 
inference—viz., direct subsumption to positive con. 
comitance. The Bhattas realize the danger that this 
10 
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way of merging vyatirekin in arthàapatti may lead to the 
entire province of anumdna being swallowed up by the 
latter; and this fear they remove, by drawing attention 
to the fact that the inference of fire in a mountain from 
smoke, for instance, through the concomitance of fire 
and smokein all observed cases, may be reduced to 
arthépatit, and that the universal concomitance of all 
smokes and all fires, including the few observed and 
many unobserved cases, is a clear case of inference 
which cannot be accounted for by any pramana other 
than anumgna. The Bhattas speak of two kinds of 
arthapatti, $rutürthàüpatti and drstdrthapaiti, according 
as the upapddya (the fact requiring explanation) is 
made out through perception or through verbal 
testimony. 

In section 28 of the text, four kinds of pramdnas 
are referred to by Annambhatta, A pramdnais a karana 
-of a valid cognition (rama). The concept of karana 
has to be elucidated. The author proceeds to define 
karana in section 29 (a) and this leads on to a detailed 
consideration of the Nyàya view of causation. 

29 
T—(a) Karana (efficient 
or instrumental cause) is a 
special cause. 


(6)—The invariable antece- 
dent of an effect is its cause. 
(c) —An effect is the coun- 


ter-correlative of its antecedent 
non-existence, 


Cu. 1] PERCEPTION 147 


(d)— Cause is of three 
kinds, the three varieties being 
inherent cause, non-inherent 
cause, and occastoning cause. 

(e)—That is called inherent 
cause, in which the effect inheres 
when it is produced. For in- 
stance, threads are the inherent 
cause of a cloth, and a cloth 
of its colour and such other 
qualities. 


(f)—That is called non- 
inherent cause, which serves 
as a cause, while co-inhering 
with its effect, or with the 
inherent cause of its effect. For 
instance, contact between 
threads is the  mom-inherent 
cause of cloth; and the colour 
of the threads is the non-inher- 
ent cause of the colour of the 
cloth. 


(g)—Occasioning cause is 
a cause not coming under either 
of the above-mentioned kinds. 
For instance, the shuttle, the 
loom and such other things are 
the occasioning causes of cloth. 

(4)—Of these three varie- 
ties of causes, only that is called 
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an efficient or insirumenial cause 
(karana), which operates as 
special cause. 

Annambhatta’s definition of karana uses the 
phrase asddhdranakdrana, The terms  sadhàrana 
(general) and asüdhàürana (special) are vague and 
have to be interpreted in relation to the context in 
which they are used. In the present context, sadhdrana- 
karana should be understood as a cause which is believed 
to be the common cause of all the conceivable effects 
in the world; and in this sense, according to the Nyàya 
theorists, God, time, space and such other things are 
general or common causes. Asddhdranakarana should 


be understood as a cause which is not common to all 
the effects but is the special cause of particular effects 


or classes of effects; and in this sense, the component 
parts of a pot called kapala (potsherd), the potter's 
stick and such other antecedents of a pot are its special 
causes. The Naiyayikas of the older school would 
define a karana as a special and mediate cause (asddha- 
ranakdrana), its mediacy consisting in its causal opera- 
thon depending upon the co-operation of its intermedi- 
ate effect in producing itsfinal result, The intermediate 
factor which a karana causes and which, in its turn, 
co-operates with the karana in producing the final result 
is technically called vyāpāra. The term vydpdra, in 
this restricted sense, should not be confounded with 
the same term used in the general sense of activity. 
In the restricted sense of the intermediate accessory 
of a karana, a vyüpüra is defined in Sanskrit 
in this way—tidjjanyah tajjdnyajanaka$ca vyaparah. 
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(A vyapara is caused by a karang, and in associa- 
tion with it, causes its final effect). "The full defini- 
tion of a karana, according to the older Naiyàyi- 
kas, is this:—vyapüravat asddharanakaranam karanam. 
Annambhatta considers it expedient to adopt this defi- 
nition. A potter's stick (danda) is karana in the sense 
that he uses it in revolving his wheel and it causes the 
pot through the rotation of the wheel (cakrabhramana). 
A sense-organ is pramākarana in the sense that in asso- 
ciation with its intermediate vydpara, which consists in 
its relation with the object (sannikarsa), it produces a 
valid perception (pratyaksapramad), The Navyanaiyà- 
yikas are not in favour of this definition of karana, 
They would define it as a cause which is felt to be most 
necessary for having the effect, or for want of which 
it is believed that the effect is not produced though all 
the other causes are duly .present—(phaldyoga- 
vyavacchinnam kdranam karanam), Understood in this 
way, a potter’s stick may be looked upon as karana; 
and likewise the rotation of the potter’s wheel or even 
the contact between the component parts of a pot; in 
other words, according as the view-point varies, one 
may refer to an $nsírument or to its intermediate func- 
tion or even to asamaváyikàrana as karana, The view 
of the later Naiyayikas thus agrees with that of the 
Vaiydkaranas in respect of karanatva, the Paniniyan 
conception of a karana being that it is most efficient of 
all the causes (sddhakatamam karanam). l 

The Nyaya theorists define a cause (karana) as an 
invariable, immediate and indispensable antecedent of 
an effect. In Sanskrit, the full definition of a karang 
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is set forth thus:—dryaniyatdvyavahitapirvavrit 
ananyathásiddham ca kéranam, This definition insists 
upon three conditions being satished before an antece- 
dent and a consequent could be connected as cause and 
effect. The antecedent should immediately precede the 
consequent; the two should be invariably co-existent 
with each other; and the antecedent in question should 
not be made out to be otherwise than indispensable. 
Mere co-existence or even invariable co-existence, as 
in the case of a pot and threads which may be found in 
the same place, or of earthness (prthivitva) and smell, 
is not causality. Immediate sequence is one of the 
essential elements in causality. The adjunct ananyaiha- 
siddha, introduced in the definition of a cause, literally 
means ‘not made out to be otherwise than indispen- 
sable’. Anyathé means otherwise; siddha means 
made out; otherwise, in the context of causation, 
means otherwise than indispensable; ananyathasiddha, 
as an adjunct to an antecedent factor, thus means ‘not 
made out to be otherwise than indispensable’ or ‘not 
made out to be such as one cando without’. This use 
of the word anyathdsiddha should not be confounded 
with its use as an adjunct with reference tothe result 
kept in view (prayojana). In phrases like ananyathd- 
siddham prayojanam, the result kept in view is 
described as something which cannot be accomplished 
otherwise than by particular means. With reference to 
acause, ananyathdsiddha means, as already explained, 
an antecedent which is not made out to be otherwise 
than indispensable. 4 may be seen to be an invariable 
antecedent of B; still, one may be justified in thinking 
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that it is not indispensable; in that case, 4 should not 
be regarded as cause of B. The Naiyáyikas have made 
an attempt to classify all the conceivable varieties of 
dispensable antecedents (anjathdsiddha) and usually 
recognize five classes of dispensable antecedents. A 
thing is made out to be invariable antecedent, only as 
determined by a delimiting adjunct; for instance, 
thread (tantu) is an invariable antecedent of cloth, 
under the aspect of threadness (tantutva) ; this delimit- 
ing adjunct, though it finds a place in a definite concep- 
tion of the causality referred to, does not participate in 
the creative process involved in such causality and is 
therefore felt to be dispensable in the sense that the 
causal process does not depend upon it; all such de- 
limiting adjuncts of causeness (kdranatavacchedaka) 
form the first class of anyathdsiddha. Invariable 
sequence between an antecedent and a consequent is 
generally made out through a knowledge of invariable 
concomitance between these two factors and between- 
their negations—in other words, through a knowledge 
of anvaya and vyatireka; the colour of thread may be 
made out to bean invariable antecedent of cloth; but in 
this case, the anvaya and vyatireka, with reference to 
the colour of thread and cloth, cannot be made out 
independently of the invariable concomitance between 
thread and cloth on the positive and negative sides; the 
colour of thread is therefore anyathüsiddha with 
reference to cloth and is typical of the second class of 
dispensable antecedents. The third class of dispensable 
antecedents is represented by ether (äkäśa) in relation 
to a cloth; in this case, ether being eternal, it may be- 
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easily shown to precede every effect; but it has to be 
conceived of as cause through the delimiting adjunct 
etherness (dkdSatva), which involves causal relation 
with sound; a thing which cannot be specifically thought 
of except as the cause of a certain effect may well 
be imagined to be a thing whose causal efficacy is com- 
pletely pre-occupied in the direction of that effect and is 
no longer available in any other direction; and the 
feeling, therefore, in the case of dkdsa, is that it may 
may be dispensed with in producing a cloth. The 
fourth variety of anyathdsidcha is represented by 
instances like the weaver’s father with reference toa 
cloth woven by his son; only as the weaver’s father, he 
is made out to be the invariable antecedent of the cloth, 
and notin his own right; and the feeling in that case 
is that one can do without the weaver’s father in ac- 
counting for the production of a cloth, The fifth 
wariety is represented by instances like an ass; it may 
so happen that in the case of an individual cloth, a 
certain ass precedes it; the particular ass necessarily 
turns out to be the invariable antecedent of the parli- 
cular cloth; but it is felt that certain antecedents, other 
than the ass, which are known to be quite adequate to 
account for the production of similar cloths, must be 
adequate in the case also of the particular cloth under 
reference; and so, the ass, in thatcase, is anyathasiddha, 
Annambhatta, following GafgeSopadhyaya, would 
combine the frst two varieties into one, and likewise 
the third and fourth varieties, and would thus recognise 
only three classes of dispensable antecedents. In fact, 
later Natydyikas show that all these five varieties may 
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be brought under the fifth variety; the principle 
underlying the fifth variety may be stated thus; while 
other invariable antecedents are made out to be quite 
necessary and adequate for producing similar effect 
Da n ins tothe same class, or to be more accurate, 
while invariable antecedents of a relatively simpler type 
are made out to be quite necessary and adequate for 
pronu. Ing such effects, in the case also of the effect in 
question, an invariable antecedent, which is not one of 
such antecedents felt to be necessary in the case of 
similar effects belonging to the same class, and which 
is less simple than such antecedents in respect of form 
(sarira) or thought (upasthiti) or relation (samban- 
dha) as the case may be, should be eliminated as a 
dispensable antecedent (anyathdsiddha) ; this principle 
holds good in all the five varieties of anyathdsiddha, 
Thus all the five varieties may be brought under the 
comprehensive formula that invariable antecedents of a 
simpler type being quite adequate to account for the 
effect under reference, another antecedent, though in- 
variab:e, has to be discarded as a dispensable antecedent 
(anyathadsiddha). This formula is expressed in this 
way in Nyaya literature—'* laghuniyatapürvavartinasva 
küryasambhave tadbhinnam anyathaàsiddham,? The 
adjunct ananyathàsiddha in the definition of a cause is 
intended to eliminate all such antecedents as one can 
reasonably feel one may well do without. After 
introducing the qualification ‘not made out to be 
otherwise than indispensable’ (anayathdsiddha), it has 
to be considered whether the adjunct ‘invariable’ 
(niyala) is necessary. It would appear that most of 


154 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART HY 


the antecedents which are not invariably concomitant 
with the consequents in question can easily be eliminated 
as dispensable antecedents; for instance, an ass is 
neither an invariable nor an indispensable antecedent of 
a certain cloth, However, when the whole species of 
effects represented by cloth is sought to be connected 
as effect with some species as cause, the general 
formula of anyathdsiddha does not hold good; for, one 
can never say that the antecedents recognized as causing 
another species of effects, like a jar, would be adequate 
to produce the species under reference, viz., cloth; and 
in such cases, the only way in which accidental antece- 
dents like an ass can be eliminated would be through 
the adjunct ‘invariable’ (niyata). 

The conception of a kdrya or an effect involves, 
according to the Nyàya theory of causation, the idea 
that the effect is invariably preceded by its antecedent 
non-existence. To say thata jar is produced means, 
in the Nyàya theory, that it is created for the first time 
and that it never existed before. Consistently with the 
creationistic view of causation (Grambhavdda), Annam- 
bhatta defines an effect as the counter-correlative of 
antecedent non-existence. In this connection students are 
advised to consider again the remarks about pragabhava. 
in pages 37 to 40, part III, supra. Positive product 
( bhavakarya) has three kinds of causes; the first being 
of the nature of component parts or of thenature of the 
substratum in which the effectuated quality or activity 
inheres and called ‘inherent cause’ (samavdyikdrana) ; 
the second being of the nature of the conjunction of 
parts producing the whole or of the nature of the 
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quality or activity inhering in the component parts 
or a substratum and producing a corresponding quality 
in the whole or disjunction in the same substratum, and 
called non-inherent cause (asamavdyikdrana); and the 
third being of the nature of agent and such other 
causes, not falling under either of the first two heads, 
and being called occasioning cause (nimittakdrana). It 
would be a mistake to suppose that all the nimittas are 
less important than the other two varieties. For, kartā 
or the intelligent agent, in whose absence the other 
causes become ineffectual, is technically a nimitta, but is, 
in a sense, the most important of all the varieties of 
causes. 

Thatis a samavdyikdrana in which the effect 
inheres as it comes into being. The component parts 
(avayavah), like threads, thus form the inherent cause 
of a composite substance (avayavin), like a cloth; and 
likewise a substance, of the quality or activity which is 
produced in it. To secure precision and avoid confu- 
sion, the delimiting adjuncts of effectness (küryatà) 
and causemess (kdranatd)—karyaiavacchedakadharma 
and kdranatévacchedakadharma—should be specified in 
defining the relation of cause and effect in every case, 
as also the relations which determine the co-existence 
of the antecedent and the consequent in question— 
karyatavacchedakasambandha and báranatavacchedaka- 
sambandha. Causality involves invariable co-existence 
between an antecedent and a consequent; their 
co-existence (sdmdnddhikaranya) istheir presence in 
the same place; when they are present in the same place 
they should each be connected with the common sub- 
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stratum through a relation; the relation which connects 
the antecedent with the common substratum (samdnda- 
dhikarana) is known as the determinating relation of 
causeness (Bdranatdvacchedakasambandha); and the 
relation which connects the consequent with the same 
substratum is called the determining relation of effect- 
ness (karyatdvacchedakasambandha). The exponents 
of the Nyaya-VaiSesika doctrine of causation contend 
that, by a careful observation of the invariable con- 
comitance between an antecedent and a consequent, as 
determined by particular delimiting adjuncts and rela- 
tions, as also of the invariable concomitance between 
the negations of such antecedent and consequent—of 
anvayasahacàra and wyatirekasahacdra—the causal re- 
lation in every case can be accurately defined so as to 
obviate every conceivable hitch. In the case of a 
samavayikdrana, like threads in relation to a cloth 
(tantavah patasya), the simplest and the most accurate 
way in which the causal relation may be defined is this: 
‘the causeness delimited by threadness and by the rela- 
tion of identity (taztulvdvacchinnd | tàdátmyasam- 
bandhàüvacchinnà ca kéranata) is correlated to the 
eff cciness delimited by clothness and by the relation of 
inherence (patatvdvacchinnasamavayasambandhavac- 
chinnakdryatanira pita). It will be seen here that, in 
every case of samavdyikarana, the simplest way of 
defining the cau:al relation (karyakáranabhaáva) would 
be by referring to the cause itself as the common subs- 
tratum (samdnddhikarana) in which the antecedent and 
the consequent under reference co-exist. In Nyaya 
definitions of causality, the common substratum kept 
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in view is generally suppressed; and the student of 
Nyaya has to find it out first before trying to interpret 
such definitions. It should be noted here that the 
Nyàya conception of samavayikérana, while it includes 
what the Vedàntins call the updddnakdrana (material 
cause), is not exactly parallel to it; because, wpüdàna 
(material cause) is the substance which enters into the 
make-up of its product and this is true, in the Nyàya 
theory, only in the case of the component parts and 
their composite product, and not in the case of a sub- 
stance and the quality or activity arising in it, the cause 
and effect in the latter case representing fundamentally 
different categories. It should also be observed here 
that the phrase inhercnt cause, samavayitárana, is 
somewhat misleading, in that it may lead one to 
suppose wrongly that it is the cause that inheres in the 
effect but the fact is that the phrase here means ‘a 
cause which is capable of producing an effect that 
inheres in it’. It may appear at first view that the 
phrase ‘intimate cause’ is a better equivalent; but it 
turns out to be more misleading when the correspond- 
ing phrase non-intimate cause comes to be used as 
the equivalent of asamavdyikdrana, as may be seen 
presently from the next para. 


The phrase asamo: dyikdruna means a cause which, 
under no circumstance whatever, could be treated as a 
samavéyikdrana (inherent cause). Substances only 
can be treated as samaváyikárana and they can never 
be treated as  osamavüyikdrana, Qualities and 
activities only can be treated as asamavayikürana, 
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While the two kinds of causes—inherent cause 
(samavàyi) and non-inherent cause (asamavd41)—are 
absolutely exclusive of each other, the third kind—viz., 
occasioning cause (nimitiakāraņa) includes causal 
factors which, while being the «111a of certain effects 
may well be the inherent or non-inherent causes of 
certain other effects, as the case may be. The phrase 
noneinherent cause used as the «quivalent of asama- 
vüyikàrana should not be taken to mean that the cause 
referred to does not inhere in any substratum, since 
every non-inherent cause, on the contrary, inheres 
somewhere; but this phrase should be understood to 
stand for, like its Sanskrit equivalent, a cause which, 
under no circumstance whatever, could be treated as 
inherent cause. In defining the causality of a non-in- 
herent cause, the inherent cause of the effect in ques- 
tion should be kept in view as the common substratum 
(samānädhikarana), inherence (samaváya) should be 
referred to as the relation determining the presence of 
the effect in question in the common substratum 
(karyatavacchedakasambandha), and either inherence 
or co-inherence (samavdya or ckartha-samavaya) 
should be referred to as the relation determining the 
presence of the cause in question in the common subs- 
tratum (kdranatdvacchedakasambandha). The con- 
junction of threads (tantusamyoga) is the non-in- 
herent cause of cloth; and in that case, the common 
substratum is thread; the relation connecting cloth 
with such substratum is inherence; and likewise, the 
relation connecting the conjunction of threads with such 
substratum is inherence; this is one type of non-in- 
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herent cause. Another type of non-inherent cause is to 
be found in the colour of the threads forming the com- 
ponent parts of a cloth; in this case, the colour of the 
threads is the non-inherent cause of the colour of the 
cloth; the common substratum is the cloth; the relation 
connecting the effect with such substratum is inherence 
and the relation connecting the cause with it is co- 
inherence, It should be remembered here that, accord- 
ing to the Nyadya-VaiSesika system, the special qualities 
(visesagunah) of soul (àtman) should not be treated 
as non-inherent cause in the case of any effect, though 
the general definition of such cause holds good in the 
case of knowledge in relation to desire, of desire in 
relation to voluntary decision or effort (yatma) and in 
such other cases. The chief reason why the special 
qualities of soul should not be treated as non-inherent 
cause in the case of any, effect is that, in all such cases, 
it would be simpler to treatthe contact between the soul 
and the mind (dtmamanassamyoga) as non-inherent 
‘cause and in the case of any effect, more than one non- 
inherentcause need not be recognized. In view of this, in 
the general definition of non-inherent cause given in the 
text, it is necessary to introduce the qualification that 
such cause is different from the special qualities of soul 
(àtmavisegagunabhinnam). 

The atomic hypothesis of the Nyadya-Vaisesika 
system and the creationistic view of causation main- 
tained in that system are closely bound up with each 
other. The Nyàya-Vai$esika theory of causation is 
known as drambhavdda (creationism) as distinguished 
from the parindmavdda (evolutionistic view of causa- 
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tion) of the Samkhyas. In the Nyaya-VaiSesika 
system, ‘to come into being’ means ‘to spring upat a 
certain point of time and not to have existed before’; 
for this reason, the Nyaya theory of causation is 
known as asatkdryavdda. The expression asatkarya- 
vada, according to Naiyayikas, means ‘the view that 
every effect is invariably preceded by its antecedent 
non-existence’ and it should not be understood to imply 
that an effect arises out of nothing. On the contrary, 
according to the Nyaya theory, a positive product 
(bhavakérya) is invariably preceded by a causal 
machinery, the full complement of which includes 
several positive antecedents and two negative antece- 
dents, viz., the antecedent negation of the effect in ques- 
tion (karyaprdgabhdva) and the absence of counter- 
acting causes (pratibandhakadbhava). The Naiyayikas 
are anxious to repudiate the suggestion that their 
theory of asatkdryavdda implies that an effect may 
arise out of nothing; and they point out that antece- 
dent negation (prdgabhava) would be inconceivable 
without thinking of a suitable antyogin (correlated 
substratum) and pratiyogin — (counter-correlative), 
and that in the case of prdgabhdva, as in the case 
of annihilative negation (dhvamsa), while the 
effect itself represents the latter, the inherent cause 
(samavdyikdraya) represents the former. Invariable 
eoncomitance between an antecedent and a consequent 
(niyatapüroavartitva) and absence of such circum- 
stances as would justify the idea that the antecedent in 
question is not indispensable (ananyathdsiddhaiva)— 
these are the two essential elements in the Nyaya con- 
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cept of causality. The former, according to the 
Naiyayikas, is generally made out through a know- 
ledge of the invariable sequence between two positive 
factors (anvayasahacára) and of the invariable con- 
comitance between the negations of those two factors 
(vyatirekasahacára). The formula for anvayasaha- 
cara is usually stated thus:—‘Whenever C precedes, E 
follows"; and that for wyatireksahacdra thus:— 
"Whenever C does not precede, E does not follow." 
The latter formula is intended to serve as a corrective 
to the former and effectively eliminates the mistake 
which may arise through an exclusive adoption of the 
former formula and which consists in mere co-exist- 
ence or sequence being taken for causality. There are 
certain cases where it is not possible to make out 
negative concomitance (vyatirckasahacdra); for ins- 
tance, where a cause, like God, is ex hypothesi present 
everywhere and ihe invariable antecedent of every 
conceivable effect, the negative formula of vyatireka 
cannot possibly apply. In such cases, the affirmative 
formula of anvaya alone is available and depended 
upon. In all other cases, the Naiyayikas insist that 
causality should be determined through an application 
of both the formulas of anvaya and vyatireka, Where 
these two formulas are applied to instances falling 
within the range of direct observation (#ralyaksa) and 
as a result causality is made out, it is said to be made 
out through pratyaksa. Students of Western logic, who 
are familiar with the experimental methods formulated 


by Mill for determining causal relations, may be able to 
11 | 
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find in the combination of the Ny&ya formulas of 
a«vaya and vyattreka a parallel to what is known as the 
joint method af agreement and difference. The Naiya- 
ylkas are keenly alive of the difficulties in determining 
causality, which are brought about by cases of plurality 
of causes and intermixture of effects. They contend 
that, strictly speaking, there can be no plurality of 
causes or intermixture of effects. If fire appears to be 
the effect of straw (trna), or tinder-sticks (arani), or 
lens (mani), the fact is thatthe same effect is not pro- 
duced from these three causes and the effect in each 
case has different properties, Such differences in effects 
may be apparent in certain cases and may be subtle and 
have to be noted with care in others. In a similar way, 
the effects of different causes may be mixed up; and in 
such cases, these effects should be carefully distinguish- 
ed. The Naiyayikas are never tired of reminding 
themselves and others of the need for carefully observ- 
dng and making out the relation of invariable concomit- 
ance between particular classes of antecedents and 
consequents, as also between their negations. This 
meed is embodied in Udayana’s dictum—Concerning 
the truth about the affirmative and the negative con- 
comitance, one should be particularly careful" (tattve 
BainavaiG bhavyam onvayavyatirekayoh). It is con- 
tended by the Naiyayikas that our experience of several 
things as existing only during a particular period of 
time and never existing before that time—in other 
words, as being kdddcitka in their nature—cannot be 
satisfactorily explained except by assuming causal rela- 
dion between such things and certain antecedents. The 
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causal factors also—some of them at least—should 
themselves be occasional (kdddcitka) and contingent, 
for the reason that, otherwise, the prior non-existence 
of the effects in question cannot be accounted for. 
This would mean that a beginningless chain of causes 
and effects should be admitted; and the Naiyàyikas do 
not hesitate to say that the stream of causes and effects 
is beginningless (karyakdranapravdho’nddth), for the 
simple reason that the starting point, if any, of the 
causal stream lies far beyond human ken. 
30 

T— (a) Of those pramdnas, 
perceptive instrument (prat- 
yaksa) is the means of percep- 
tion. 

(6) Perception is the cogni- 
tion which is produced through 
sense-organ coming into relation 
with an object. It is of two 
kinds :—indeterminate and deter- 
minate. 

(c) Indeterminate percep- 
tion is a cognition which does 
not involve any attribute or 
adjunct (prakdra ). 

(d) Determinate perception 
is cognition which involves an 
attribute or adjunct. It is em- 
bodied in propositions like 
"This is Diitho”, “This is a 
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Brahmana”, “This is black”, 
“This is a cook”. 


The definition of perceptive instrument (frai- 
yaksapraména) is based on Gautama's satra I. 1. 4, 
which runs thus:—indriydrthasannikarsotpannant 
jüiünam avyapadesyam | avyablicári vyavasaydatina- 
kam pratyaksam’’. This sūtra may be rendered 
thus:—“Perception is cognition which arises 
through sense-organ coming into relation with object, 
and which is non-verbal, unerring and of the nature of 
indubious knowledge". The Sütrakara is evidently 
defining valid perception (fratyaksaprama) in order to 
definitely indicate the nature of the instrument of valid 
perception (pratyaksapramdana). According to the 
earlier interpretation of this sūtra, as given in Vatsya- 
yana's bhdsya, the adjurct ‘unerring’ (avyabhicàri) 
excludes erroneous perception; and the adjunct ‘indubi- 
ous’ (vyavasdydimaka) excludes doubt. The adjunct 
‘non-verbal’ (avyapadesya) in the sūtra is understood in 
various ways by different scholiasts. Some of the old 
scholiasts take this adjunct to mean ‘not coming within 
the scope of expressions referring to objects’ (Sabda- 
karmatüm dpannam na bhavati yat); and in this sense, 
it differentiates perception as described by the expres- 
sions referring to objects from perception as it arises, 
the former having become objectified as prameya and 
thus ceased to belong to the subjective sphere of pra- 
mana (valid cognition). Some other Naiyayikas of an 
early school would take the adjunct ‘non-verbal’ 
(avyapde$ya) in the sense of ‘not being caused by word 
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in association with  sense-organ' (anubhayaja or 
$abdáksobhayajabhinna) ; and, in this sense, it should 
be understood as excluding cases where the meaning of 
a word is made out through the perceptual observation 
of the way in which an object is referred to by that 
word, or in other words, cases where a word is first 
made out to be significative of a certain object that is 
actually being perceived by asense-organ. In such 
cases, they hold that the cognition in question should 
be brought under verbal cognition (fdbda) and not 
under perception. Another set of early Naiyayikas, 
(like Jayantabhatta) would take avyapadesya in the 
sense of asGbda (non-verbal) and would explain its 
purpose as consisting in saving determinate perception 
(suvtkalpaka) from being merged in verbal cognition 
(sabda) on the ground that the cognitive process 
involved in such perception invariably results through 
the operation of a sense-organ in association with the 
recollection of a scheme of words with which the 
knower happens to be familiar. Vacaspatimišra and 
several others who follow: him would take the word 
avyapadesya (non-verbal) and whavasdydimaka 
(definite and determinate) as referring to the two kinds 
of perception—viz., indeterminate (#irvikalpaka) and 
determinate (Savtkalpaka). They maintain that the 
former adjunct (avyapadesya) refutes the view of the 
grammatical philosophers who refuse to recognize 
nirvibalpaka and hold that knowledge is impossible 
except though some language and no object is cognized 
by itself and without being associated with the word 
signifying it. (Na so'sti pratyayo loke yatra fabdo na 
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bhasate). The latter adjunct (vyavasayátmaka), they 
further maintain, refutes the Buddhist doctrine that 
indeterminate perception (rirvikalpaka) is the only 
genuine type of valid perception and thatall determinate 
cognitions (Savikalpaka) are illusive. The last expla- 
nation given by Vacaspatimigra and his followers is 
generally accepted by later Naiyayikas and Gautama's 
sūtra dealing with perception (I. 1. 4) is believed to 
presuppose both the types of perception— determinate 
(savikalpaka) and indeterminate (nirvikalpaka). 
What exactly is the nature of indeterminate pecep- 
tion and how does it differ from determinate peception? 
The answer suggested by Annambhatta's definitions of 
nirutkalpaka and savikalpaka, which follow GangeSsa’s 
view, may be explained in this way. In the first place, 
it should be remembered that the Nyaya distinction of 
erroneous cognition (bhrama) and valid cognition 
(prama), which is intended to apply only to cognitions 
leading to some activity (pravartaka), holds good only 
in the case of determinate cognitions and cannot have 
any reference to indeterminate cognitions. The relation 
of object and subject (visayavisayibhàva) involved in 
a determinate cognition is a definite complex consisting 
of three cortelated phases—adjunctness (prakdratda), 
substantiveness (visesyaid) and relationness (sarsar- 
gala). in an indeterminate cognition, on the other 
hand, there is the relation of object and subject; and 
while a thing, its attribute such asa generic feature 
(jaf) and their relation are presented in it, they are 
not presented in a specific manner in their respective 
forms as a qualified substantive (vifegya), as a qualify- 
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ing attribute (vifesama) and as a relation of a definite 
type (Samsarga). Such indeterminate cognitions have 
only to be inferentially arrived at through determinate 
cognitions, on the basis of the observed causal relation 
between a cognition of a certain attribute (viSesana» 
jfíüna) and a complex cognition of a thing as having 
that attribute (visistajfidna). On this ground, the 
determinate cognition of a jar, for instance, one cannot 
possibly have without previously having an indeterminate 
cognition in which the substance in question, its 
generic attribute and even their relation are presented 
ina vague and undifferentiated form. Indeterminate 
cognitions are therefore said to be alindriya (beyond 
the scope of any sense), while determinate cognitions 
are generally perceived by mental perception (ménasas 
pratyaksa) and presented in anuvyavasdya. lt may 
also be noted that a nirvikalpaka can never be directly 
expressed in a proposition and that every propositions 
according to Naiyayikas, embodics and conveys a deter- 
minate cognition (samsargàvagáhijsiána or savikalpake). 


The grammatical philosophers (Sdbdikas) as 
already stated, refuse to recognize nirvikalpuka, All 
the other philosophers recognize the distinction between 
nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka in one form or other. In 
the first place, the Buddhists hold that the nirvikalpaka 
is the only form of valid perception and it cognizes the 
absolute, unrelated, momentary existence called svalak- 
sana (the mere thing-in-itself); while the determinate 
cognitions (३५०४४०७०४०) are illusive in that they 
involve wholly fictitious fabrications (vikalpa oF 
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falpand), which usually take the forms of a name 
(nama), a generic attribute, (17), a quality (guna), 
an activity (kriya) and a substance (dravya). The 
Advaitins hold that indeterminate cognition (mirvikal- 
paka) may arise from propositions like ‘This is that 
Devadatta’ (so’yam devadaitah) and ‘That thou art’ 
(tat tvam ast); and that the absolute existence alone 
(sanmátram), which is identical with Brahman, is pre- 
sented in indeterminate cognitions (nirvikalpaka). The 
Mimamsaka view of airvikalpaka is that it is an 
indeterminate perception which consists in the direct 
and simple awareness of an individual object (vyakti) 
and its generic attribute (jdt!) which arises immediate- 
ly after the sense-organ comes into relation with them; 
and that it misses the definite feature of the jdii as 
being common to several individuals belonging to a 
particular class and the specific character of the vyakt i 
as being different from others—i.e,, the element of 
anuvrtti in the former case and of vyávrttt in the latter 
case. This is closely similar to the old Vaisegika view 
of nirvikalpaka, PraSastapada describes indeterminate 
perception as simple awareness (Glocanamdira) and 
Kumarila, in his description of it, uses the same expres- 
sion and compares it to the wnverbalised dumb experi- 
ence of a child or a dumb person. Indeterminate 
perception is only to be inferred like any other cognition, 
in the view of Bhattas; while it is presented in itself 
along with the knower and the known object, as in the 
case of other cognitions, according to the Prabhakaras. 
The Vedantins of the Visistadvaita school adopt the 
Prabhakara view of indeterminate perception and main- 
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tain that every cognition, however simple it may be, 
involves a substantive, an attribute and their relation; 
that both samanya (generic attribute) and visesa (the 
individual vyakti) are presented in mirvikalpaka along 
with difference in the form of the individual object 
(vyakbtisvarüpa) ; and that, at the stage of nirutkalpaka, 
the knower does not realize that the generic attribute pre- 
sented in his knowledge is common to all the individuals 
beionging to the same class and that these individuals 
are different from the individuals belonging to a 
different class, and he is not, therefore, in a position to 
articulate his indeterminate perception through verbal 
expression. 


The Advaitic view of nirvikalpaka—that the abso- 
lute existent (Satta=Brahman) is the only thing which 
is presented in it and that the highest form of truth- 
realization which leads to final emancipation is a nirvi- 
kalpaka—is an inevitable development of the doctrine 
of nirvikalpaka as adopted by the exponents of the 
Nyaya-Vaisesika system. The Nyaya-VaiSesika realists 
have shown how a permanent reality, and not a momen- 
tary isolated ‘this’ (svalaksana or thing-in-itself) as in 
the case of the Buddhist theory of nirvikalpaka, may be 
presented in indeterminate perception; and it has thus 
become easy for the Advaitins to push the Nyaya theory 
of mrvikalpaka to its logical conclusion and to maintain 
that the true nirvikalpaka is one in which Brahman, the 
only absolute and permanent reality, is presented. 
This is, indeed, one of the several instances in which 
the Advaitic Monist effectively uses a weapon made in 
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the Nyáya forge against its maker himself to annihilate 
his phiralistic universe. Jayantabhatta, an authorita- 
tive exponent of Nyàya, observes in a significant 
manner that the only way in which one may get out of 
the mess which various Indian theorists have made of 
the content of nirvikalpaka would be by adopting the 
view that the same reality that is presented in savikal- 
paka is presented in the nirvikalpaka, the only difference 
between them being tbat the former is invariably bound 
up with alinguistic scheme or verbal image while the 
latter is not and cannot be specifically articulated 
through any verbal expression. The sub-joined extracts 
from the Nyayamafijari (Vis. S. S. page 99) 
deserve a carelul consideration in this connection :— 
“Tasmad ya eva vastvàtmáà savikal pasya gocarah ; 
Sa eva nirvikalpasya fabdollekhavivarjitah. 
Kimdtmako’saviti ced yad yada pratibhasate ; 
Vastupramitayascaiva prastavyd na tu védinah. 
Kvactjjatih kvaciddravyam kvacitkarma kvacid 
gunah; 
Yadeva savikalpena tadevanena grhyate. 
Iha Sabdànusandhànamàtramabh yadhikam param." 
The Nyaya-Vaisesika definition of pratyakse 
(sense-perception) generally insists that sense-data 
form its essential feature and that it is invariably the 
result of a special type of relation called senmikarsa 
between a sense and an object. This definition takes. 
into account only perceptual experiences which are pfo- 
duted from certain causes and does not hold good in the 
case of the eternal omniscience whith is also called 
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pratyaksa and which is ascribed to God. Strictly speak- 
ing, the etymology of the word pratyaksa would sup- 
port its application only to perceptual experiences 
arising from the senses, However, usage has extended 
the term to all cognitions which are characterised by 
immediacy. God’s omniscience has the highest degree 
of immediacy conceivable. So, in order to cover nitya- 
pratyaksa, also, perception is defined as a cognition 
which does not arise through the instrumentality of 
another cognition; (jHünükaranakam jiidnam pral- 
yaksam). It should be remembered that, though a 
determinate perception arises from an indeterminate 
perception, the latter does not operate as karana 
(efficient instrument). 

It would be desirable to consider here whether per- 
ception, in the sense in which it is used in the Nyàya* 
Vai$esika system, may correctly be called éntuition, 
Without misapprehension, the term intuition may be 
used with reference to perception (pratyaksa), only in 
the sense that it possesses a comparatively greater degree 
of immediacy, as compared with non-perceptual cogni- 
tions. If intuition should be taken to exclude absolutely 
mediacy of any kind whatever, the pratyaksa of the 
Nyaya system, which arises through a special kind of 
relation between an object and a sense-organ, cannot 
be callei intuition. In the strict sense of the term 
intuition, it may be proper to use it only with 
reference to what is sometimes called pratibha 
or the innate éapacity of tbe mind to immediately 
perceive certain things; and it may also be appropriate 
to describe the Advaitic realisation of the one absolute 
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reality as intuition, in view of the fact that it results 
from the intuitive faculty of mind to perceive reality 
coming to have a full, free and efficient play after the 
required preliminary discipline of studying and under- 
standing (fravana), reflective thinking (manana) and 
constant meditation (nididhydsana). ln fact, in the 
Nyàya system, all knowledge is mediate in a sense, 
except the eternal knowledge ascribed to God, even 
indeterminate perception depending upon the mediation 
of a special kind of relation between sense-organ and 
object (indriydrthasannikarsa). 


The Bhatta Mimarhsakas adopt, for all practical 
purposes, the Nyàya definition of perception and 
would, like Naiyàyikas, lay special stress on indri- 
Syárthasannibarsa, The Prabhakaras, on the other 
hand, define perception as ‘direct awareness’ (saksat 
pratitth); and according to them, even recollection, 
inference and such other cognitions, usually considered 
non-perceptual in their character, are really perceptual 
on the subjective side, in so far as they themselves and 
the knower are concerned (svdmie jiidtramse ca), 
though they are non-perceptual on the objective side, 
in so far as their objects are concerned (visajdmse). 
The Advaitic theory of perception rightly points out 
that the Nyaya view gives undue prominence to indri- 
yürthasannikarsa and belittles the importance of the 
element of immediacy which ought to be treated as the 
essential element in pratyaksa. The Advaitins seek to 
remedy this defect by treating sense-relation as an 
antecedent necessary only for certain kinds of percep- 
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tion and by insisting that immediacy consisting in 
sub ject-object-unity is the essential feature of all per- 
ceptual forms of experience, and not sense-relation. 
Consistently with usage in language, the Advaitins dis- 
tinguish the pratyaksatva (perceptuality) of a cogni- 
tion from the pratyaksatva (perceivedness) of an 
object. They describe cognition (jvdna) as praiyaksa 
(perceptual experience), when it comes to be unified 
for the time being with its object, in the sense that 
consciousness as conditioned by cognition (pramdna- 
cattanya or vrttyavacchinnacaitanya) becomes equated 
with consciousness as conditioned by object (visaya- 
caitanya). In a similar way, they describe an object 
(visaya) as pratyaksa (perceived), when the knower 
(pramátrcaitanya) becomes equated with object or 
consciousness as conditioned by object (visayacattanya), 
It may be noticed here that the idea that immediacy in 
the sense of subject-object-unity forms the essential 
element in pratyaksa has turned out to be wholly foreign 
to Nyaya realism, mainly because the relational scheme 
on which the realistic edifice of Nyàya is erected con- 
sists entirely of external relations, and because the 
object-subject-relation (visaya: işayibhāva), in parti- 
cular, is conceived of as being entirely external in its 
character, chiefly with a view to keeping the dangerous 
idealist always at a safe distance. 
30 (e). 

T—The sense-relation (san- 
mikarsa) which causes a percep- 
tual cognition is of six kinds— 
viZ., contact, inherence in what 
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has come into contact, inherence 
in what is inherent in a thing 
which has come in to contact, 
inherence, inhérence in an in- 
herent thing and adjunct-sub- 
stantive relation. 

When a jar is perceived by 
the sense of sight, the sense- 
relation is ‘contact’, When the 
colour of a jar is seen, the sense- 
relation is 'inherence in a thing 
which has come into contact’, 
the jar, in that case, having 
come into contact with the visual 
sense and colour being connected 
with the jar through the relation 
of inherence. When colourness 
(ripaiva) in the colour of a jar 
is seen, the sense-relation is 
‘inherence in what is inherent in 
a thing which has came into 
contact'; for, in that case, the 
jar has come into contact with 
the visual sense, the colour of 
the jar inheres in it and colour- 
ness inheres in colour. 

When sound is perceived by 
the sense of hearing, ‘inherence’ 
is the sense-relation; for, the 
ether bound within the auricular 
orifice is the auditory sense, 
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sound isa quality of ether, and 
the relation between a quality 
and its substratum is inherence. 
When soundness (Sabdaiva) is 
perceived by the auditory sense, 
the sense-relation is ‘inherence 
ina thing which inheres’; for, 
soundness inheres in sound 
which inheres in the auditory 
sense. 


In the perception of non- 
existence, the adjunct-substan- 
tive-relation is the sense-relation; 
for in the case Jf the visual per- 
ception which takes the form— 
"The seat of the non-existence 
of jar is floor’, the ‘non-exis- 
tence of jar’ is an adjunct to 
the foor with which the visual 
sense has come into contact. 


Thus the cognition which 
arises from one or the other of 
these six sense-relations is per- 
ception; and sense-organ is its 
efficient instrument (karana), 
Therefore, the senses constitute 
the efficient instrument of per- 
ceptual experience (pratyaksae 
pramána). 


(THUS ENDS THE CHAPTER ON PERCEPTION] " 
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In the foregoing portion of the text, the scheme 
of sannikarsa adopted by the Naiyayikas is set forth. 
The term sanntkarsa is used in a technical sense; it is 
not a mere relation, nor isit exactly contact, for the 
word ‘contact’ is generally taken to be equivalent to 
samyoga. It would be correct to describe sannikarsa 
as a specialtype sense-relation which determines and 
constitutes the extent of the perceptive reach or range 
of the sense-organs. In Nyaya literature, the term 
sannikarsa is generally used in this technical sense. 
The scheme of sannikarsa set forth above relates 
to normal perception (laukikapratyaksa) and com- 
prises normal sense-relations (laukikasanntkarsa). 
The Nyaya-Vaisesika theory regarding the nature and 
constitution of the sense-organs (indriya) is already 
set forth on pages 65, 66 and 68 supra. According to 
the Naiyàyikas, the visual sense (caksuh), constituted 
asit is by light, travels to the spot where tne visible: 
objects happen to be and visualize them and it is there- 
fore said to be prdpyakdrin; the remaining senses are 
said be apràpyakürin, in the sense that they do not 
leave their place but, remaining where they are, they 
perceive the objects which come within their reach, 
Some early exponents of the Nyàya-Vai$esika system, 
like Jayantabhatta and Sridhara, hold that all the 
senses are Prápyakürins, in the sense that they function 
with reference to objects within their reach, it being 
immaterial whether a sense reaches an object or an 
object reaches a sense. Samavdya (inherence) is 
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recognized as a distinct type of sannibarsa in order to 
account for the auditory perception of sound. The 
Nyaya theory of the perception of sound (fabdaprat- 
yaksa) is already set forth and explained on pages 101 
to 104 supra. The Nyàya view regarding the percep- 
tion of non-existence is that, through the help of 
effectual non-cognition (1e4ydárupalalidnit), a sense- 
organ perceives the non-existence of an object which 
is perceptible to it. As a rule, a sense-organ which 
perceives an object can also perceive its jdti (generic 
attribute) and its abhdva (non-existence). The Nyiya 
view regarding this matter is usually expressed in this 
Sanskrit dictum—“Yenendriyena ya vyaktth grhyate, 
tannistha jaith tadabhávasca tenendriyenaiva grhyate". 
It is necessary, in this connection again, to refer to 
pages 45 and 46 supra. The relation of vifesana- 
visesyabhava, which is recognized as the sannikarsa 
connecting non-existence with a sense-organ, is, in fact, 
an indirect relation inv.lving one or the other of the 
other sannikarsas. For instance, in the visual percep- 
tion of the non-existence of jar (ghatdbhdva) as 
adjunct of the empty floor (bhitala), the visual sense 
comes into contact (s@myoga) with the empty floor 
with which the non-existence of jar is connected as 
adjunct; so, the complete chain of sannibarsa, in this 
case, is not mere vifeganatd, but caksussamyuktavi$e- 


$anatà (being adjunct to a thing with which the visual 
sense has come into contact). 


In the case of iriner perception through the inner 
sense (antarindriya) called manas, it is necessary to 


12 
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recognize three distinct sense-relations ;—viz., samyoga, 
samyuktasamavaya and sanyuktasamavetasamavé ya, in 
order to account respectively ior the mental perception 
(manasapratyaksa) of the soul (diman), of the cogni- 
tion in it and of cognitionness (jaidnatzva). In connec- 
tion with the auditory perception of sound (Sabda) 
and soundness (Sabdatva), it is necessary to 1ccognize 
two distinct sense-relations:—Ut2., samavàya and samd- 
vetasamavdya, The sense relation of visesanavisesya- 
bhàva is necessary to account for the perception of 
non-existence. Would it be necessary to use the first 
three sense-relations (samoga etc.) in accounting for 
external perception through the external senses other 
than the auditory sense? No substance which does not 
possess at least the minimum degree of mahativa 
(largeness) can be perceived by an external sense; and 
in the case of every external perception of substance or 
quality other than sound, association with mahattva is 
a necessary condition. So, in all cases of external 
perception, except auditory perception, one has to take 
into account only composite substances (avayavin), 
from a triad (iryanuka) upward. It would appear that, 
in such cases, the first two sense-relations may Le 
dispensed with, and the third —samyukiasamavetasama- 
váya—would be quite adequate to account for any per- 
ception. For instance, the visual perception of a triad 
of earth (prihivitryanuka) or its colour (rupa) or its 
colourness (füfatva) can easily the accounted for by 
taking samyuktasamavetasamavüya as the sense-rela- 
tion; this chain should be understood in the first case 
(iryanuka) as consisting of contact between the visual 
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sense and the atoms, the inherence of dyads in those 
atoms and the inherence of the triad in those dyads} 
the first link in this chain in the second case (70४6) 
is contact between dyads and the visual sense; and in 
the third case (rüpatca), the first link in this chain rg 
contact between the triad and the visual sense. To the 
above question, the Nyaya theorists reply that the first 
three sense-relations are indispensable and explain their 
necessity in this way. Take, for instance, visual percep» 
tion; the conditions of visual perception such as udbht. 
taripa (perceptible colour) and maAattva (largeness) 
should be regarded as the co-existing determinants 
(avacchedaka) of contact with the visual sense (indriya- 
Samyoga); it would not doif they are associated in some 
nianner with the object visualized; otherwise, the earth» 
ness (prihivitva) in the atoms of earth and the blueness 
(nilatva) in the blue colour "cer i. to an atom of earth 
should be visualized, the former (prthivitva) being asso- 
ciated with largeness (mahattva) in a jar and the latter 
(nilatva) being associated in some manner with large- 
ness through the blue colour of a jar; or otherwise, as 
a result of indirect association with mahativa and 
udbhütarüpa in a jar, the jati called sattd should be 
visualized in air (०७४) as well as its touch (sparsa) ; 
in order to avoid these absurdities, mahativa and T : 
other conditions in the case of visual perception shoul 
be referred to as avacchedaka (co-existing determinant 
of contact with the visual sense (caksussamyoga), 

all cases of visual perception; In these circumstahc 

it becomes necessary to leave entirely out of account 
contact between the visual sense and atoms or dyads; 
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hus, Samyoga, samyuktasamavdya and samyuktasama- 
¥élasamavdya are shown to be indispensable in account- 
ing for external perception of a substance (dravya), 
its quality (guna) and the generic attribute (játt) in 
the quality. 

The scheme of six sense-relations explained above 
relates only to cases of normal perception (lauktka- 
pratyaksa) and these sense-relations are called lankska- 
sasnikargüh (normal sense-relations). In the case of 
perception through the external senses, the complete 
scheme of relation necessary to bring about perceptual 
experience consists of contact between soul and mind, 
mind and sense-organ and sense-organ and object (dtmd 
manasi samyujyate, mana indriyena, indrigiam 
avthena). The first of these three factors—vi2., con- 
tact between mind and soul (dimamanassamyoga)—is 
a general condition of knowledge (jfíánasámanya). In 
cases of mdnasapratyaksa (inner perception through 
the internal sense-organ manas), this general condition 
itaelf (dimamanassamyoga) assumes the specifie form 
of sense-relation (indrtydrthasannikarsa). 


The Naiyayikas also recognize three types of 
super-normal perception (alaukikapratyaksa), as aris- 
ing from three kinds of super-normal sense relations 
{aloukikasannikarsa), vis.—the relation of sense- 
hound generality (sdmdnyalaksanasannikarsa), the 
relation of sense-bound cognition (j#dnalaksanasanni- 
farsa) and the relation of yogic power (yogajasanni- 
Fargo). In Ny&ya literature, the word pratyāsatti is 
also used in this context, as the equivalent of sanni- 
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karsa. ‘The co-existence of smoke and fire is seen in a 
hearth; this visual perception relates only to the parti- 
cular smoke and particular fire; a doubt arises as te 
whether the co-existence between smoke and fire is 
invariable or not, and takes the form “ Is smoke co- 
existent with the non-existence of fire anywhere or 
not?" (dhamo vahnivyabhicari na vd); such a doubt 
relates to all smokes and all fires; only a particular 
smoke and a particular fire happen to be seen iu the 
hearth; the perceptual doubt referred to arises through 
the visual sense and presupposes the visual perception 
of all smokes—past, present and future, in the hearth 
and elsewhere (dhfiimasdmanyacaksusam) ; the normak 
sense-relations of contact (samyoga) and inherence in 
the thing in contact (samyuktasamavadya) are esta- 
blished between the visual sense on the one side, and on 
the other side, the particular smoke and smokeneae 
(dhümaiva) in it; no normal sense-relation can be 
shown to connect the visual sense with all the smokes; 
in this situation what happens is that the visual percep- 
tion of the generic feature, smokeness (dhimaive) 
which is present in the particular smoke normally com- 
nected with the visual sense and which is common to aff 
smokes, serves as the super-normal link (alaukikasanui- 
karsa) through which all the unobserved smokes are, ig 
the first instance, connected with the particular smoke 
actually observed, and through the latter with the visual 
sense which has already come into relation with it in à 
normal way. Thus sdmdnyalaksanasanuskatse is a 
supersnormal sense-relation which immensely extends 
the perceptive reach of senseargan and brings whole 
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classes of perceptible objects within its scope when only 
particular individuals of a class have actually come 
within its reach. The word sümáünya in this context 
means any common attribute (samanadharma) and not 
necessarily a jali; even a jar, for instance, may be 
treated as the sdmdnya of all the places having a jar. 
The earlier view is that the phrase samdnyalaksana 
should be understood in the sense ‘consisting in 
$ümünya' (sdmdnyasvaripa) and that tbis variety of 
super-normal sense-relation consists in the common 
attribute presented as adjunct (prakdra) in the cogni- 
tion of a substantive (८४४९४०) which has come into 
normal relation with the sense-organ. (Indriyasambad- 
dhavisesyakajninaprakaribhitam samdnyam sanni- 
karsah). This view is defective; for, it does not 
cover, for instance, the super-normal perception of all 
the places having a particular jar which has ceased to 
exist and which is remembered as the common attribute 
(samdnadharma) of all such places. In that case, one 
visualizes through the super-normal (sdmányalakgana) 
sense-relation all the places having the particular jar 
which no longer exists (tadghatavatah sarvān pra- 
design), while seeing in the normal way only one of 
such places without the jar and while recollecting the 
particular jar previously seen in that place in the 
normal way.  Tadghata (the particular jar) is the 
common feature in that instance; if samanya itself 
were to be understood as constituting the needed 
sense- relation, sdmdnyalaksanasannikarsa would not be 
available there, for the reason that the particular jar 
representing the samanya no longer exists; but if 
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cognition of samanya (sdmdanyajfidna) should be 
treated as sannikarsa, the required sense relation in the 
form of recollection (sámányasmarana) would be avail- 
able. For these reasons, Naiyayikas of the later school 
take the phrase sdmdnyalaksana to mean ‘having 
samanya as object’, the word laksana being taken in the 
sense of object (visaga); and they hold that it is 
cognition of samanya (samanyajñana) that constitutes 
the super-normal relation in question. It should be 
remembered in this connection that while (sdémdnya- 
jfíàna) avails as super-normal sense-relation in internal 
perception (ridnasapratyaksa) under all circumstances, 
it avails as such in external perception (bahyapratyaksa) 
only when the conditions necessary for bringing about 
the normal perception of the samanya in question are 
present. (Tadindriyajataddharmabodhasdmagryapek- 
sia.) For instance, one can have a super-normal 
inner perception (alaukikamdnasapratyaksa) of all 
smokes through the recollection of smokeness (dh&- 
maiva), even in darkness; but, in darkness, one can 
never have a super-normal visual perception (alaukt- 
kacaksusa) of all smokes through the sámdnyajfidna 
consisting in the recollection of smokeness (dhümatva- 
smarana). Itmay also be stated here that one could 
not become omniscient (sarvajíía) for the mere reason 
that one could have super-normal perception of all 
knowable things (prameya) through the cognition of 
their common feature knowableness (frameyatva), 
since omniscience (sdrvajfiya) consists in a detailed 
and full knowledge of all things and not in a general. 
knowledge of them. 
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A person sees sandal; his sense of smell does not 
function for the moment and his sense of sight alone 
functions; he sees not only sandal but also its fra- 
grance; his visual perception assumes the form “the 
sandal is fragrant”  (surabhi candanam), and he is 
conscious of the fact that he is seeing the fragrant 
sandal, In cases like this, no normal sense-relation 
(lauktkasanntkarsa) between the visual sense and 
fragrance can be recognized and the presentation of 
fragrance (saurabha) in visual perceptionas an adjunct 
of sandal has to be accounted for by means of the 
super-normal sense-relation (alaukikasannikarsa), 
which consists in the recollection of fragrance smelt in 
the sandal ona previous occasion. This variety of 
super-normal sense-relation is called j£ünalaksanasan- 
nikarsa. By means of sdmünyajsidna (cognition of a 
Common attribute) representing sdmünyala&sanasanni- 
karsa, it would be possible to account for fragrance 
being brought within the scope of the visual perception 
of sandal, the required sense-relation being foun in the 
cognition of fragranceness (saufabhatva) —the generic 
feature of fragrance. But the presentation of saura- 
bhatva in the visual perception of sandal cannot be 
accounted for by means of sdmdnyalaksanasanntkarsa, 
since saufabhatva isa jati and is therefore presented 
in cognition as adjunct by itself (svarapatah) and not 
as delimited by any attribute. In this case, it becomes 
unavoidably necessary to recognize jfiGnalaksanasanni- 
karsa as distinct from sdmdnyaleksana. Further, where 
a person mistakes nacre for silver in visual perception 
and has the amuvyavasüya—*l see silver’, silverness 
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(fajatetva) is presented in the inner consciousness of 
visual perception through j@énalaksana, and not 
through sdmdnyalaksana; for, in the latter case, the 
generic attribute, whose cognition is proposed to be 
treated as sanntkarsa, should be present in the subs- 
tantive (०४८६१०) actually perceived, and iu the present 
instance, silverness is not present ia the nacre which is 
seen. On these grounds, the Naiyàyikas maintain that 
Jfíánalaksana should be taken to form a distinct type of 
super-normal sannikarsa, They also hold, on the 
strength of the evidence furnished by the YogaSdstra, 
that the super-normal capacity, which the mind 
(mamas) acquires through the yogic practice, constitutes 
the third variety of alawktkasannikarsa described as. 
gogajadharmalaksana, This variety of super-normal 
sense-relation enables any sense to reach any object. 
The Nyàya theory of alauktkasanntkarsa seeks 
to account for certain cognitions which really stand 
on the border line between ordinary perceptual 
cognitions and non-perceptual cognitions and would 
appear to be more akin to the former than to the latter. 
The Mimirhsakas and the Advaitins are not in favour 
of this theory and refuse to recognize any special type 
of pratyaksa known as dlaukikapratyaksa. These oppo- 
nents of the Nyaya theory argue thus, Universal 
judgments relating to smokes and fires in general terms 
are the result of the synthesis which a thinker’s mind 
is capable of making; this synthesis is sometimes effect- 
ed through a negative process and sometimes through a 
positive process; in the case of a negative synthesis, 
. particular individuals only are observed and brought 
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into relation with each other as determined by certain 
generic features, the individualities of the individuals 
being entirely ignored for the moment; such a negative 
‘synthesis may well be brought under normal perceptual 
process (laukikapratayksa). In positive synthesis, a 
generalisation of all the conceivable individuals, with- 
out ignoring their individualities, is definitely contem- 
plated and is effectuated by the thinker's mind passing 
from particularsto universals; the mental process in- 
'volved in such a positive synthesis is essentially one of 
inference. In cases like the visual perception of sandal 
as fragrant (surabhi candanam), one may see easily 
a jumble of visual perception of sandal and recollection 
of fragrauce through association of ideas. Even in the 
case of yogic perception, what happens, in fact, is that 
the normal reach of the mind comes to be immensely 
extended by yogic powers through the great potentiali- 
ties of the mind becoming actualised in experience; and 
all instances of yogic perception may be accounted for, 
without the help of the theory of super-normal sense- 
relation, either as mdnasapratyaksa (inner perception) 
or as vivid recollection of the past, or as vivid imagi- 
nation of future possibilities. Mimarnsa theorists dis- 
card the doctrine of yogic perception altogether. 


However, it should be observed here that the 
Nyaya theory of alaukikapratyaksa (super-normal per- 
ception) rests on reasons which should not be lightly 
brushed aside and which are worthy of very careful 
consideration, In the first place, it may be noted that, 
in every case which a Naiyayika would bring under the 
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super-normal variety of perception, the mediacy which 
is characteristic of non-perceptual cognitions is entirely 
missing and the immediacy- which is characteristic of 
perceptual cognitions is invariably felt tobe present. 
In cases of external perception, where cognition ofa 
samanya or cognition of some other kind is treated as 
sanntkarsa, the mind is entirely subordinated to a sense 
and if certain impressions derived from previous ex- 
perience get mixed up with perceptual elements, such 
impressions come to be divested, for the time being, of 
their non-perceptual character and invested with a 
sense-bound, perceptual garb, The inner consciousness 
{anuvyavasdya) of disciplined minds, which takes a 
form like this “I sec a fragrant sandal” (surabhi can- 
danam pasydmi), is certainly an evidence which the 
Naiyayikas feel bound to respect and rely upon, in this 
connection, 


CHAPTER II 
INFERENCE 
31 


(a) Anumdna (Inference) 
is the efficient instrument 
(karana) of inferential cogni- 
tion. 


(5) Inferential cognition is 
a cognition which arises from 
subsumptive reflection (RBará- 
marsa). 


(c) PardmarSa (subsump- 
tive reflection) is a cognition 
which cognizes the presence of 
the invariably concomitant 
factor denoted by the middle 
term (probans) in the thing 
denoted by the minor term. For 
instance, the cognition, “This 
mountain has smoke which is 
invariably concomitant with fire’ 
is a  subsumptive reflection; 
and the cognition resulting 
from it and taking the form 
*mountain has fire" is inferential 
cognition. 
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(d) ‘Wherever there is 
smoke there is fire'— This type 
of invariable concomitance is 
vyüpii (co-extension ), 

(e) Subject - adjunctness 
( paksadharmatàá) consists in the 
invariable concomitant (vydpya) 
being present in things like a 
mountain (denoted by paksa or 
the minor term). 


“Anumana, as its etymological sense indicates is 
afterproof. It is after-proof in the sense that it uses 
the knowledge derived from perception (pratyaksa) or 
verbal testimony (agama) and helps the mind to march 
on further and add to its rapis d As Vitsyayana 
puts it, it is equivalent to anvi&sd; and the Nyaya 
system is called dnviksiki, for the reason that its 
immediate and chief aim is to elucidate the nature of 
anumdna or anviksd as a pramana. (Pratyaksdga- 
masritam anumánam; sā anviksd; taya pravartata 
ityGnviksiki nyayavidya nydyasastram.) Seeing that 
verbal testimony is not recognized as a distinct pramdna 
by the Bauddhas and the VaiSesikas, the Nyaya writers 
prefer to consider fabda at the end and rightly proceed 
to consider anumdna immediately after pratyaksa. 


It would be interesting to note here how the Nyaya 
realist deals with the criticism that all knowledge may, 
in a sense, be brought under inference and that even 
perceptual experience may be brought under inference. 
lt may well be contended that, in the visual experience 
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of a composite structure like a horse, only certain parts 
of the animal come into relation with the sense of sight 
and several parts do not, in fact, come into relation 
with the sense; and that in such cases, the experience 
of the whole, of which we become conscious, must be 
taken as r Gautama himself refers to this. 
contention in [I—1<—31 and indicates how this difficulty 
may be met by using the Nyàya theory that the com- 
posite whole (avayavtn) is entirely different from its 
parts (avayavah ) he Nyaya theorists claim that 
their conception of Darts and whole as entirely different 
entities has as its chief advantage the preservation of 
the province of pratyaksa from being wholly swallowed 
up in the province of anumána, > 


In the case of every pramana, the karana (special 
or efficient instrument), the vydpara (intermediate 
cause) and the phala (final result) should be carefully 
distinguished. In the case of anumdna (instrument of 
inferential experience) the knowledge of co-extension 
(vydpitjndna) is karana;  subsumptive reflection 
(pardmarsa) is vydpara; and inferential experience 
(anumiti) is phala. 


Students of Nyāya, before they proceed to study 
the Chapter on anumana, should start with a clear con- 
ception of the meanings of the technical terms paksa, 
sadhya and hetu or sadhana, They are usually render- 
ed réspecttvely by the English equivalents— minor term, 
major term and middle term, But it should be remem- 
bered here that these English terms have primary 
reference to certain terms constituting Syllogistic 
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expression; whereas, in Sanskrit Nyaya, the term 
denoting paksa corresponds to the minor term, the term. 
paksa itself standing for the substantive with reference 
to which something has to be inferred or inferentially 
predicated; the term denoting sädhya corresponds to: 
the major term, the term sadhya itself standing Tor the 
thing that is sought to be inferred or inferentially pre- 
dicated with reference to paksa; and the term denoting 
hetu or sddhana corresponds, to the middle term, the 
term "etu or sadhana itself standing for ilie réason or 
ground which is invariably concomitant with whatis 
sought to be inferred and whose knowledge leads to 
inf.rence. Thus, one may see in the Indian terminology 
itself evidence of a fundamental difference in the way 
in which the topic of inference is treated in Indian logic 
as compared with the way in which European tradition 
deals with that topic—such difference consisting in 
greater stress being laid on the material aspects of 
inference by the exponents of the Nyàya-Vai$egika 
system and undue stress being laid by European tradi- 
tion on the formal side of syllogistic expression. 


Annambhatta defines anumili as a cognition pro- 
duced by subsumptive reflection (parámar$a). This 
definition, as it is, may be applied even to a perceptual 
experience following a doubt and arising from a sub- 
sumptive reflection. With reference to a man standing 
at a distance, a doubt may arise in twilight, as to 
whether he is a man or a post. As one approaches the 
object, the cognition *This object has hands and such 
other features as are found invariably associated with 
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humanity" (purusatvavydpyakarddiman ayam) arises; 
and immediately follows the perceptual experience 
“This is a man” (ayam purusah). Such cases of 
samsayottarapratyakga (perceptual decision following 
a doubt) and arising from the reflective perception of 
certain particulars (visegapardmarsa) are not instances 
of anumiti and have to be excluded by the adjunct ‘in 
association with the pokyeid’ (paksatdsahakrta) so that 
the complete definition of anumiti will be this— 
" 4numiti is a cognition which is produced by subsump- 
tive reflection in association with subjectness 


(paksata >” 


What is paksatā (subjectness)? The earlier 
school of Nyàya understood s#bjectness as consisting 
in ‘doubt regarding the presence of probandum’ 
(sddhyasandeha)—or, in other words, understood a 
paksa to be the substantive with reference to which one 
doubts whether one may correctly predicate something 
or not. This view of pakgatd ignores the fact that 
südhyasandeha (doubt regarding prodandum) is not a 
necessary condition of inference and tbat a person who 
has actually seen clouds on the sky may also infer their 
presence from their peal of thunder. The later 
Naiyayikas seek to remove this defect in the earlier 
definition of paksatd and suggest a modified definition 
which may be stated thus:—“Paksata (subjectness) 
amounts to the absence of such indubious knowledge of 
the probandum as is associated with the absence of a 
desire to establish the probandum” (sisddhayigdviraha- 
viststasiddhyabhdvak paksatd), In experience, it is 
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found that indubious knowledge of the probandum 
(sadAyasiddhi) prevents inference unless there is a 
positive desire to arrive at thc same result through 
inference. Sddhyasiddhi is thus a counteracting agent 
preventing anumiti (anumitipratibandhaka) and 
stsddhayisa neutralises the influence of the counter- 
acting agent and is therefore uitejaka,  Paksatà thus 
reduces itself to non-existence of such counteracting 
agent as is associated with the absence of the 
neutralising agent (mttejakabhavavisistam yat prati- 
bandhakam tadabhdvah), When the Naiyiyikas 
include padsatd in the causal equipment necessary for 
anumiti, they do not assume anything unusual, but 
are simply applying to the specific effect, anumiti, 
the general principle that utiejakabhavavisistapratt, 
bandhakabhava is one of the things making up the 
causal complement of an effect. It must be remem- 
hered that universal sddhyasiddhi in every conceivable 
instance of paksa prevents the inference of the same 
südhya in some of the paksas asalso in all paksas; 
whereas partial sa@dhyastddhi in some paksas prevents 
only the inference of the same sddhya in some pakgas, 
Universal sddhyasiddht is technically “described as 
paksatdvacchedakavacchedena sád hyasiddhi and may be 
embodied in a proposition like this—'* All S is P > 
Inference of the same sddhya in all paksas is likewise 
described as paksatdvacchedakdvacchedena anumiti and 
embodied in a proposistion like this—“ All S is P”, 
“ Some S is P"—Aa2 proposition of this type embodies 
partial sddhyasiddht, which is technically described as 
paksaidvacchedakasémanddhikaranyena sadhyasiddhi. 
13 
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An inference which may be embodied in a propo- 
sition like “Some S is P" is prevented by any 
südhyasiddhi, universal or partial, while the inference 
in the form “ All S is P" is prevented only by uni- 
versal sddhyasiddhi, It should also be remembered that, 
when the conditions necessary for having the perception 
of a certain object are present along with those neces- 
sary for inferring the same object, onlv the perception 
of that object arises and not its inference; but in cases 
where the conditions necessary for perceiving an object 
are present along with those required for inferring 
another object, inference would arise and not perception. 


The Naiyayikas insist that, in every case of infe- 
fence, quick or slow, inference for oneself or inference 
for others, subsumptive reflection (paramarsa) is an 
indispensable aritécedent ñd should, therefore, be 
treated as cause of anum Paramaría is a complex 
cognition which arises from a combination of the 
knowledge of invariable conconniance, (vy dptijiidnay 

nd that of the presence of the reason (hetu) in the 
subject (paksa)—technically known as paksadharmatà- 
jfíána. In the stock example of inference—* The hill 
has fire; because it has smoke”, the pardmarsa takes the 
form—''The hill has smoke, which is invariably con- 
comitant with fire" (vahnivydpyadhamavdn parvatah) ; 
and it is contended by the Naiyayikas that, in the 
absence of such a parāmarśa, anumiti does not arise. 
This cognitive complex called paramar$a is also known 
as lingapardmarsa or trtiyalingaparamarga (the third 
cognition of the reason). The cognition òf the presence 
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of the linga (reason) in the subject (Paksa) may be said 
to be the first lingaparamar$a; the cognition of the in- 
variable relation between linga and sddhya is the second 
lingaparámarsa; and the complex cognition which arises 
from these two cognitions is the third lingapardmarsa. 


The Mimamsakas and the Vedantins who follow 
them hold that the complex cognition called pardmarsa 
is not indispensable for anumiti, though it may 
actually arise just before anumiti in many cases. 
In our experience, we are conscious of having anumiti 
directly after becoming aware of the presence of the 
hetu (reason) in the paksa (subject) and remembering 
vydpti (invariable concomitance) and without any 
intervening pardmarsa, In such cases, the Naiyayikas 
also cannot help recognizing causal relation (kdrya- 
kàranabhàáva) between anumiti on the one side and the 
two . ^" . referred toon the other side (vyàpti- 
jiidna and paksadharmatàjfiana) ; and in cases where 
pardmarsa intervenes, they should recognize another 
causal relation (kdryakdranabhdva) between pardmar$a 
and anumiti. Thus the Mimarhsakas argueand maintain 
that, in order to avoid this difficulty, it would be neces- 
sary to treat anumiti as the effect of vydptijfiána and 
pakşadharmatājñäna and to exclude pardmarsa from 
the causal complement of anumiti, The Naiyayikas, 
however, point out that it would be much simpler to 
connect every case of anumiti with pardmarsa as its 
cause and to assume that, even in cases where anumiti 
appears to arise directly from vyáfti;jfíüána and pakga- 
dharmatdjfüna, there is an intervening pardmarSa 
though one may not be conscious of it on account of the 
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quick passage of the mind from the stage of paksa- 
dharmatdjndna to the stage of inference. The con- 
troversy between the Mimamsakas and Naiyàyikas, as 
to whether anumilt should be taken as the effect of the 
two cognitions—vydptijfidna and paksadharmatàjfiüna 
or as the effect of the complex cognition called pard- 
marsa, appears to hinge on the principle of parsimony 
(lághava) and turns out to be a consideration of the 
greater or smaller degree of cumbersomeness which one 
might notice in the Mimarhsaka’s or the Naiyayika’s 
way of defining the causal relation between anumiti 
and its cause. However, a careful estimation of the 
arguments advanced by the Mimarhsakas and the 
Naiyüyikas would reveal the significance of the insis- 
tence in Nyàya on pardmarsa being treated as indis- 
pensable. If subsumption to a generalisation be the 
essential element in inference, it is obvious that infe- 
rence of fire in a hill cannot arise from the perception 
of smoke in it, until the particular smoke in the hill is 
subsumed under the generalisation involving vyapit 
between smoke and fire; and the Naiyàyikas insist that 
subsumption 1s the essential feature of inference and 
insist therefore that every anumit should betaken to 
be preceded by pardmarsa, which is but a subsumptive 
reflection subsuming the smoke in the hill under the 
pre-established vyāpti. The Bhatta Mimarnsakas, on 
the other hand, hold that it isthe subsultive, rather 
than the subsumptive, passage of the mind from the 
observed relation of particulars to a certain unobserved 
particular, that characterises the inferential process 
of thought; and this view accounts for their attitude 
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towards pardmarsa. From the following exposition 
of vydpit, the difference between the views of the 
Mimamsakas and the Naiyáyikas would become further 
clarified, 

What .is vyápt4? Annambhatta’s definition of 
vyüpti is that it consists in the leis (reason or probans) 
being co-existent with the sadhya ( probandum or the 
Thing to be inferentially established), which is per- 
vasive of the hetu (hetuvyápaka). To be pervasive 
(wyapaka)y, in the context of anumiti, means ‘never 
being the counter-correlative (pratiyogin ) of a negation 
(abhàva) which is co-existent with ketu? In an infe- 
rence, where smoke is the ketu and fire is the sád ya 
to say that there is vyapti (invariable concomitance) 
between smoke and fire implies the following things, 
according to this definition. Firstly, it implies that fire 
and smoke co-exist in the particular form and through 
the particular relation, with reference to which they are 
intended to be treated as hetu and sddhya respectively, 
the particular form of hetu and sddhya being technically 
called hetutdvacchedakadharma and  sádhyatávacche- 
dakadharma and the particular relations intended to 
determine the co-existence of hetu and sédhya being 
technically known as hetuldvacchedakasambandha and 
sadhyatavacchedakasambandha. Secondly, it implies 
that, with reference to the same Aetutüvacchedaka- 
dharma, sddhyatdvacchedakadharma, hetutdvaccheda- 
kasambandha and sddhyatavcchedakasambandha, fire 
is never the counter-correlative (pratiyogin) of any 
negation which co-exists with smoke, Where fire in a 
hill is inferred from smoke, fire is sddhya, fireness 
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(vahnitva) is said to be sddhyatévcchedakadharma in 
the sense that fire is proposed to be treated as 
sddhya in its general and universal form as fire, and 
not in any othcr form suchas that of a substance 
(dravya);smokeness (dhiimatva) is said to be hetuta- 
vacchedakadharma in the sense that smoke is proposed 
to be treated as Actu in its general and universal form 
as smoke, and not in any other form; and conjunction 
or contact (sai yoga) is said to be sddhyatdvacchedaka- 
sambandha, as also hetutaàvacchedakasamband ha, in the 
sense that fire and smoke, in their respective formas 
sddhya and hetu, are proposed to be treated as connect- 
ed with paksa (subject), through the relation of con- 
tact, and not through any other relation such as 
inherence (samaváya) or self-linking relation (svarüpa). 


In later Nyàya literature, based on Gange$opaà- 
dhyaya’s Tattvacintüámani, two types of definitions of 
vyaph are distinguished, one type being called stddhanta- 
laksana and theother type being called parvapaksa- 
laksana or pürvapaksavyüpti. The definition explained 
in the preceding para represents the former type and is 
briefly set forth in this Sanskrit formula :—Hetuvyd- 
pakasádhyasamanadhikaranyam vyäptih. This defini- 
tion, when fully amplified, comes to include the 
hetutdvacchedakadharma, sádhyatàvacchedakadharma, 
hetutdvacchedakasambandha and sádhyatávacchedaka- 
sambandha, It is affirmative in its main form, the 
latter half being affirmative, though the adjunct 
hetuvydpaka reduces itself to the negative form hetu- 
samanddhikarandtyantabhdvdpratiyogin (which is 
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never the counter-correlative of any negation co-exist- 
ing with the reason). 


The other type of definition of vydpti is known as 
pirvapaksalaksana in the sense that it is provisional 
and prima facie satisfactory. It is generally put ina 
negative form. A typical instance of fiirvapaksavydpts 
is this:—Co-extension (vyépli) consists in non-exis- 
tence of the probans in every place where the probandum 
(sddhya) does not exist (sddhyabhavavadazrttitvam), 
This definition also, when fully amplified, comes to in- 
clude the hetutavacchedakadharma, sadhyatdavacchedaka- 
dharma, hetutavacchedakasambandha and sadhyata- 
vacchedakasambandha, This prima facie definition of 
Vyüpii is negative in its main part and is a direct 
amplification of the conception of avindbhava, The 
contrast between the two phrases avindbhava and 
sühacaryaniyama should be clearly understood. The 
former phrase is more commonly used in earlier 
Nyáya literature and the latter in later literature, Vind 
means 'without'; a-bhdva means non-existence; and 
a-vind-bhava means non-existence (of the probans or 
hetu) without or in the absence (of the probandum or 
sddhya). This is the basis of parvapaksavyapti which 
is generally negative in its form. The other phrase 
Sühacaryaniyama which is used by Annambhatta is 
equivalent to ntyatasdhacarya, which means invariable 
co-existence. This forms the basis of what is referred 
to above as siddhüntavyüpti, The prima facie defini- 
tion of vydptt set forth above is defective. It does not 
hold good in cases where the sddhya happens to be. a. 
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thing whose non-existence anywhere is inconceivable 
(kevalanvayi), like abhideyatva (namableness); nor 
does it apply to the hetu in syllogisms like; —“A quality 
(guna) has existence (satta), because it has a generic 
attribute (jdéi)”. It willbe seen that non-existence of 
the probans ina place where the probandum does not 
exist can be conceived of only when its existence in 
such a place through the specific relation in view 
(hetutavacehedakasambandha) is conceivable and that 
in the latter instance referred to, the presence of the 
probans, jali, through the relation of inherence, which 
is the specific relation in view, ina place like samanya 
avhere the probandum (sattd) is not present, is incon- 
vceivable, In order to get over difficulties of this kind, 
the siddhantalaksana or conclusive definition of vyapti is 
put forward. 


The term vydpti literally means pervasion and lays 
stress on thé #ñige?sal character of the relation kept in 
view. The phrase ‘universal connection’ brings out 
exactly the meaning of the term vyapii. In early 
Nyaya literature, the term avindbhava is frequently 
used as the equivalent of vyápti, It should be observed 
that this term, avinübháva, brings into prominence the 
invariable character of the relation kept in view. The 
eách other; but they are not identical, A careful 
examination of early Nyàya literature would show that 
from Kanada and Gautama downward, all the leading 
exponents of the Nyaya-Vaisegika system were quite 
familiar with the ideas of universality and invariable- 
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ness as forming the essential elements in the conception 
of vydpH, Vātsyāyana, who preceded Dignāga, defini- 
tely makes use of the conception of avindbhdva in his 
Bhàsya on the sutras 2-2-1, 2-2-2 and 2-2-61. The 
very conception of vyabhicára as a fallacy (hetvabhdsa) 
presupposes the invariableness of the relation called 
avinübhüva or vyápti. Patafijali, in his Mahabhasya 
(on 3—2—124), shows a definite knowledge of the 
universal character of the relation called vydptt. In 
the face of these facts, it would be unreasonable to 
hold, as Professor Keith does, that the doctrine of 
indissoluble or invariable relation (avindbhdva) is 
Dignaga’s special contribution to Indian logic and that 
PraSastapada and others borrowed this idea from 
Dignaga and developed it. In this connection, atten- 
tion is invited to the article on “The evolution of 
vyaptr” contributed by one of my former pupils, Mr 
A. S. Krishna Rao, M.A., in part I Volume I, (1927) 
of the Journal of Oriental Research, Madras 


What is the exact nature of the relation of vyäpti 
or avindbhdva? How is it arrived at? Is it arrived at 
through perceptual experience? Or does it represent 
itself the result of an inferential process? If vyáfti in 
its universal form is the basis of inferential reasoning» 
does it not already contain in itself the result of the 
inferential process and does it not render inference 
wholly superfluous? Questions like these were raised 
and answered both by Naiyayikas and Mimaàrhsakas of 
the early and later schools. It would be of great value 
to students of Indian logic to pay some attention to 
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these questions. Vatsyayana remarks in his Bhasya on 
1-1-37, that the parallelism between the probans as 
found in the Paksa and the probans as found in the 
example (uddharang), on which the probative character 
of the probans rests, is very subtle and diihcult to 
explain and can be well understood only by men of 
great learning. (Tudidam heitidaharanayoh , sádhar- 
myam paramasaksniam | duhkhabodham — panditarüpa- 
vedaniyamiti). The Bhdsyakdra says this, not because 
he was quite innocent of the nature of the invariable or 
universal relation called avinābhāva or vyd'pti, as 
Professor Keith and some others may fancy, but 
because, perhaps, he was keenly alive to the difficulty in 
satisfactorily answering the questions raised at the 
beginning of this para and to the snares and pitfalls in 
the way of generalisation. 

Uddyotakara, Vácaspatimi$ra, Jayanta and some 
other early writers on Ny&ya describe vydpi as an un- 
condilioned or nccessary relation. which is not brought 
about by any adventitious circumstance—anaupadhikah 
sambandhah, For instance, that smoke is pervaded by 
fire, i.e., that dhamais vahinivyápyaisa necessary and un- 
conditioned relation and does not depend upon any adven- 
titious circumstance; whereas, the relation of vyáfti 
embodied in the proposition—'Wherever there is fire, 
there is smoke'—is not a necessary and unconditioned 
relation and depends upon the association of fire with 
the adventitious contact of wet fuel with fire (Grdren- 
dhanasamyoga). Such adventitious circumstances are 
called upádhayah. An wpüdhi is an adventitious factor 
which is invariabiy concomitant with the probandum 
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(sádhyavydpaka) and not so with the probans 
(sddhandvydpaka). It is called upadhi because as 
Udayana explains, its invariable concomitance with the 
probandum comes to be erroneously associated with the 
probans, just in the same way as the redness of a japa 
(China rose) is erroneously associated with a crystal 
(sphattka) in its vicinity. To define vydpti as anau- 
padhikasambandha is significant in several ways. In 
the first place, it shows that the earlier schools of 
Indian logic, which adopted this definition, do not defi- 
nitely insist upon any conscious process of generalisa- 
tion or universalisation preceding inference. Secondly, 
according to the early schools, it should be made out 
that the connection between the probans (helu) and 
probandum (sadhya) is necessary, Thirdly, in order 
to satisfy oneself that the connection in question in- 
volves necessity, one should know that it is not due to 
association with any adventitious circumstance, t.e., 
that it is sv@bhdvika and not aupddhika, Further, this 
definition clearly lays greater stress on the element of 
necessity in the relation between the hetu and sddhya 
than on the element of invariableness, It should, how- 
ever, be remembered, in this connection, that Gautama 
who recognised vyabhicára or absence of invariableness 
as a fallacy, and Vatsyayana and PraSastapada who 
definitely referred in their works to the concept of 
avinübhàva as an essential element in anumdna, were 
fully alive to the importance of the idea of invariable- 
ness in vydpit. 

What is the form in which the relation of oydfii 
comes to be known and leads to inference? How does 
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it come to be known? According to Annambhatta, who 
follows GangeSopadhyaya in this as in several other 
matters, the cognition of ०१०८7 (vydptijndna) arises in 
the form of a universal generalisation which is usually 
embodied in the proposition—“Wherever there is smoke 
there is fire" (yatra yatra dhamah tatra vahnih), or in 
the proposition—“Whatever has smoke, has fire" (yo 
yo dhümavàn so'gnimàn) ; in a statement of vydpti, the 
vyapya (pervaded) should be first referred to and the 
vydpaka should be the principal predicate; and the 
cognition of vyàpt arises usually from the observation 
oltheco-existence of. smoke and fire in one or more 
instances, in the absence of any knowledge of a place 
where the ketu is present and the sddhya is not present. 
Annatnbhatta criticises the view that the relation of in- 
variable concomitance is known through bAfüyodars$ana 
or repeated observation. As Nilakantha points out, 
the Sanskrit phrase bAüyodaríana is ambiguous. It 
may refer to the frequent repetition of the same obser- 
vation or to observation of several instances of the 
sddhya and het or to observation of the co-existence 
of the sddhyaand hetu in several places. Inany of 
these senses, though the observation of the co-existence 
of hetu and südhya may be repeated a thousand times, 
vyüápti cannot be made out, if, even in a single instance, 
the hetu is known to be present in the absence of the 
sddhya. So, following the Manikara, Annambhatta 
points out that a knowledge of the co-existence of the 


hetu and sddhyain association with the absence of a 
knowledge of the presence of the hetu where the sddhya 
is not present (vyabhicdrajndnavirahasahakriam saha- 
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cárajfíiaánam) causes vydptijfiüána, Knowledge of vya- 
bhicéra may arise in the form of a doubt or one may 
be sure of the presence of this defect. In the latter 
case, unless it is shown that such knowledge is erro- 
neous, one cannot make out the relation of vyāpti. In 
the former case, any doubt, of vyabhicàára, which is 
otherwise technically known as aprayojakatvasankà and 
which is usually expressed in the form “Let there be 
the hetu; the sddhya need not be present"  (Aeturastu 
sddhyam mdsiu), is removed by an indirect type of 
reasoning known as tarka. The indirect argument 
called tarka corresponds to reductio ad absurdum and 
consists in showing how the assumption of the oppo- 
site leads to an absurd result by coming into conflict 
with some established truth. In the case of invariable 
concomitance between smoke and fire, for instance, if 
one should doubt that smoke may be present some- 
where in the absence of fire, the indirect argument of 
tarka may be put forward inthis form:—'If smoke 
were present in the absence of fire, smoke could not be 
produced by fire. But the causal relation between fire 
and smoke is a well-recognized fact’, Thus according 
to later Naiyayikas, vydpti is a universal type of gene- 
alisation covering all conceivable cases, foth observed 
and unobserved. The element of invariableriets 18° of 
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greater value than the element of necessity, in ensuring 
the safe | passage of inferential thought from thé known 
t6 the unknown, though these two elements—invari- 
ableness and necessity—imply each other. The element 
of necessity looms large only at the stage at which the 
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element of invariableness happens to be challenged and 
comes to be maintained by a suitable tarka. 


(in severa instances the universal relation of vydptt 
is f to be arrived at as perceptual experience 
(pratyaksa) through some sense-organ. Perceptual ex- 
perience persupposes some sannikarsa (sense-relation) 
between the sense concerned and the objects coming 
within the scope of the experience in question. When, 
for instance, one comes to have visual perception of the 
relation of invariable concomitance between all smokes 
and all fires, it is through the super-normal sense-rela- 
tion (alaukika-sannikarsa) called samdnyalaksana- 
pratydsatit that all the smokes and. fires are brought 
within the reach of the visual sense. ) The nature of 
this super-normal sense-relation is explained in pages 
180 to 184 of Chapter I, supra. Thus, according to 
later Naiyàyikas, the knowledge of vydptt arises in 
several cases as super-normal perception through the 
super-normal sense-relation of sen:e-bound generality 
(samdanyalaksanasannikarsa). Jayantabhatta discus- 
ses the nature of vyáftijtiana in pages 121 to 123 of 
his Nyayamafijari (Viz. S. S.) and arrives at the 
conclusion that it arises through the inner sense, manas, 
as mental perception (mdnasapratyaksa), when co-ex- 
istence is observed and no hitch in such co-existence is 
seen, Evidently, Jayantabhatta is inclined to think 
that manas, though it cannot directly reach external 
objects (bahirasvatantram manah) under ordinary 
circumstances, is resourceful enough to reach all the 
smokes and fires, both observed and unobserved, in the 
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absence of definite obstacles in the way. Jayanta, how- 
ever, does not account for the mind's resourcefulness 
in this direction and seems to be inclined to attribute it 
to its nature and not to the aid of any super-normal 
sense-relation known as süámünyalaksanasannikarsa. 
The nature of this sannikarsa has been explained in 
detail on pages 180 to 184, in Chapter I, supra. 


Buddhist logicians like Dignaga and Dharmakirti 
lay particular stress on the negative phase of vydpti— 
viz. noneexistence of the probans in the absence of 
the probandum (avindbhdvad). They hold that 
every case of avindbhdva involves a necessary 
and indissoluble connection between the ketu and 
the sddhya and that this connection is based upon 
identity (taddimya) or causality (tadutpatit). The 
Naiyayikas rightly criticise this view as ignoring such 
cases of invariable concomitance as do not rest upon 
identity or causality—cases like a blind man’s inference 
of colour (rápa) from taste (rasa). 


The Mimàmsakas of the Bhatta school maintain 
that vyápti, in the form of a universal generalisation, is 
not a necessary condition of inference. Fire is observ- 
ed to be co-existent with smoke in two or three places; 
and smoke is never seen to be present in a place where 
fire is not present. When one comes to have this 
experience repeatedly within the sphere of one's obser- 
vation, one finds oneself in a position to make out 
invariable connection between smoke and fire in the 
form in which they happen to be seen in the particular 
instances which have come within the scope of one's 
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observation. When one later on happens to see smoke 
in the same form in an unobserved place as ina place 
already observed, or even when one happens to see 
smoke again in the same form in an observed place as 
already observed there, one’s mind comes to havea 
knowledge of the presence of fire in that place where 
smoke is seen for the moment. The knowledge of fie 
which thus arises cannot be regarded as perceptual 
experience as fire is not for the moment within the 
range of any of the senses; nor can it be regarded as 
reproduction in memory of a past experience, since the 
knowledge of fire which thus arises is felt to be experi- 
ence having reference to the existence of fire in the 
present time. Thus, according to the Bhattas, the pro- 
position ‘Wherever there is smoke, there is fire’ repre- 
sents ordinarily a :estricled form of synthesis which 
has reference only to tle observed particulars and is 
quite adequate as a condition of inference; and anybody 
who is equipped with the knowledge embodied in this 
proposition would be able to infer the existence of fire 
on seeing smoke in any place, provided there is no 
suspicion of wvyabhicdra (presence of hetu in the 
absence of sddhya). At the same time it must be 
remembered that Bhattas donot deny that, not infre- 
quently, in the course of inferential reasoning, one may 
arrive at a universal generalisation of the type recogniz- 
ed by the Naiyàyikas, which has reference to the 
invariable concomitance between all cases of /ietu and 
sddhya, including observed and unobserved instances in 
the present, past and future. The Bhattas, however, 
insist that such universal generalisations themselves are 
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cases of inference. Pürthasárathimi$ra, one of the 
most reliable exponents of Kumirila’s views, explains 
the inferential process through which such universal 
generalizations are arrived at. In this connection, a 
reference to Parthasarathi’s Nyayaratnamiala (Chow- 
khamba edition—pages 69 and 70) would show how 
unobserved places, which have smoke, may be inferred 
to have fire, from the fact that smoke is predicated in 
those places, on the basis of observed cases. In the 
face of this, it would not be correct to suppose, as 
Professor Randle does in foot-note (1) to page 282 
of his work—‘ Indian Logic in the Early Schools”, 
that “there is nowhere in Indian Logic the notion that 
Induction or generalization is an inferential process". 
The Prabhakaras hold that vydpti is the invariable 
relation between ketu and sddhya, which, when it is 
made out, happens to be free from temporal and spatial 
limitations and thus comes to assume the form of a 
universal generalization. In the heartb, for instance 
contact between smoke and fire is made out as the 
relation connecting the two substances—smoke and fire. 
In the cognition of such relation, the two relata are the 
two principal concepts. The relation on the one side 
and time and space (kala and deía) on the other are 
presented in that cognition only as adjuncts subsidiary 
tothe two relata. While two subsidiaries agree to 
subordinate themselves to a common principal, one 
subsidiary does not ordinarily tolerate its subordina- 
tion to the other subsidiary. This is as true in the 
sphere of thought as in the external world. Thus the 
knowledge of the relation between smoke and fire that 
14 $ 
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arises from the observation of their co-existence in 
particular instances takes a universal form, unhamper= 
ed by the temporal and spatial limitations of the parti- 
cular place and time actually coming within the scope 
of observation. With the help of such a universal 
generalization, when a person infers fire in a mountain 
on seeing smoke there, he ts, in fact, cognizing again 
what has already been cognized and forms part of the 
content of the generalization at which he arrived as a 
result of his observation. Such inference is valid ex- 
perience (prama), though it cognizes something already 
cognized. According to the Prabhakaras, all cogni- 
tions other than recollection are valid (prama) and it 
is not necessary that a prama should cognize something 
not already cognized. Thus, the Prabhakaras maintain 
that inferential experience is re-experience and does 
not involve the passage of the mind from the known to 
the unknown, as is commonly supposed to be the case; 
but it involves merely the passage of the mind from a 
known object to something that is already known to be 
invariably connected with it. In the Prabhakara 
scheme of inference, even a single observation (sakrd- 
darfana) is enough for having a knowledge of vyàáptt 
and repeated observation (bhayodarSana) is, however, 
nseful in showing that the relation observed between 
hetu and sddkya is not brought about by any adventi- 
tious circumstance (upddhi). 


fom the foregoing account it will be seen that all 
ding schools of Indian philosophy are agreed in 
& general way that generalization (vydpiijfiána) repre 
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sents the ground-work of inference. The Naiy&yikas 
and the Prabhakaras take this generalization to be of a 
universal type and to have reference to all the conceiv- 
able particulars—unobserved as well as observed, The 
Bhattas look upon this generalization as a synthesis 
confined to the observed particulars, which is arrived at 
by sinking all incompatible differences, For instance, 
according to the former, the generalization, “Wherever 
there is smoke there is fire" has reference to every 
conceivable case of smoke and fire; while, according to 
the latter, this generalization represents a synthesis of 
all the observed cases and sinks such incompatible 
differences as are due merely to spatial and tempora] 
limitations. 2 

At a very early stage in the history of Indian logic, 
the Carvaka materialist, who recognizes only one 
pramdna—viz., pratyaksa, throws out against inference, 
the challenge that vyàpti cannot be relied upon as the 
basis of anumdna. The Carvaka’s contention is that, 
if vyápti were to be restricted to the known or observed 
particulars, it would be impossible to have any infer- 
ence regarding unknown or unobserved particulars for 
the simple reason that the latter are wholly different 
from the former; and that, if vyapii were to be looked 
upon as a universal generalization having reference to 
al the conceivable particulars, unobserved as well as 
observed, all that has to be known is already known 
and nothing remains to be known through inference, 
This objection is embodied in an old verse which is 
queted by several old philosophical writers like 
Skhkanšiba and Jayanta and which suns tipu 
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“ Anumábhangapanke'smin nimagnd vddidantinah. 
Viéege'nugamübhdvah | sümànye | siddhasádhyatà. ” 
(Vide Prakaranapaficika—Benares edn, Page 71). 
The Cárvákas contend that Indian logicians are hope- 
lessly caught between thetwo horns of the dilemma 
indicated—they hopelessly sink down in this slough in 
which anumdna is lost. Students of western philoso- 
phical literature are here likely to be reminded of the 
Empiricist's objection that any inference of a particular 
fact from a general principle already known and taken 
to be valid would amount to arguing in a circle. They 
may think in this connection of objections similar to 
what is put forward by Mill when he says “that no 
reasoning from generals to particulars can, as such, 
prove anything; since from a general principle, we 
cannot infer any particulars but those which the prin- 
ciple itself assumes as known." 


To this kind of objection, the logic of the Bhatta 
school, as may be evident from their view set forth 
above, gives the answer that inference is really from 
particulars to particulars and that, in cases where it 
appears to be from a universal to particulars, the real 
cause of such appearance is to be found either in the 
fact that vyapti, constituting the basis of inference, 
assumes a general form, since such differences as are 
immaterial, or incompatible, are left out for the time 
being; or it is to be found in the fact that a universal 
generalization interposes itself, though it does so as an 
intermediate inference. Inthisconnection, a referenceto 
Bradley's Principles of Logic (pages 323 to 326) would 
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be of great value. One may easily see that Bradley’s 
criticism of Mill’s view holds good as againstthe Bhatta 
view also, in a considerable measure. The Bhatta 
logic, where it insists upon a very close similarity 
between the probans in the paksa and the wydpya in the 
sapaksa (example), reduces inference to reasoning 
from resemblance. But where it insists upon diffe- 
rences being left out, the reasoning turns out to be one 
from identity. Is it not then palpable, cne may ask in 
Bradley's language, that, when the differences are disre- 
garded, the residue is a universal? The strong point in 
the Bhatta view is that it shows how inference may 
really involve an advance in knowledge in two direc- 
tions:—where one infers unknown particulars from 
known and where one inferentially arrives at a 
universal generalization from the observation of parti- 
cular instances, 


As already explained, the Prabhakaras get over the 
difficulty under consideration by saying that every ex- 
perience (a: bhava) though it may not involve any new 
element or any advance in knowledge, is valid (prama). 
All that is required to show that anunidna is a pramána 
is that inferential cognition (anumiti) resulting from it 
is an experience (amubhava), and not mere recollection 
(smrti). The Prabhakaras do not consider it necessary 
to go beyond maintaining that anumitt, though it hap- 
pens to be a re-experience (grhitagrahi anubhavah ), is 
a valid experience. It should, however, be remembered 
that, according to them, vydpts assumes the form of a 
universal generalization; .and this is not because every 
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conceivable particular is brought within the scope of a 
supernormal observation, as the Naiyáyikas contend, 
but because the elements of titne and space do not enter 
into the scheme of relation represented by vydpit, for 
the reason already indicated. 

¿The Naiyayikas, who are the generally accredited 
exponents of the doctrines of Indian logic, maintain 
that inference is not from particulars to particulars but 
it is froth universal to particulars. They hold that 
Dyapit TS a universal generalization which does not 
representa mere summation of the observed instances, 
[t has reference to the invariable concomitance between 
all conceivable cases of kelu and sddhya. Such a 
generalization, though it involvesa big leap from ihe 
few observed cases to ifttttimerable unobserved cases, is 
rendered possible through the super-tiormal sense-rela- 
tion called saman yalaksanasannikarsa. Leaving out 
thé technical concept of alauRikasannikarga, one might 
well say that sucha big inductive leap is rendered 
possible by the immense resourcefulness of a disciplined 
mind in the direction of synthesis. d Nyaya theory 
of inference effectively exorcises the ghost of pelitio 
principi, by drawing attention to the fact that infe- 
rence helps one to see and understand more. One may 
be equipped with the universal  generalization— 
“Wherever there is smoke there is fire" and yet may be 
quite unaware of the presence of fire in a particular 
mountain; and on seeing smoke in that mountain, the 
presence of fire may be inferred there. Ip such cases, 
inference leads to a distinct addition to knowledge and 
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helps one to see more. The Naiyayikas also point out 
that; alter acquiring acquiring definite knowledge of a certain 
thing in a certain place through observation or by some 
other means, the same thing may be inferred in the 
same place; and in such cases, inference helps one to 
understand more by enhancing the degree of clarity or 
certitude in the knowledge already got. 


32—T 
(a) E š 
~ tae) Inference is of two 
“i ë 
inds:—inference for oneself 
and inference for others. 


(6) Inference for oneself 
ती ह. one's own  inferential 
experience. For instance, a 
person may make out the rela- 
tion of invariable concomitance 
between smoke and fire and 
arrive at the universal generali- 
zation—''Wherever there is 
smoke there is fire" from his re- 
peated observation in the hearth 
and such other places and then 
approach a mountain. He may 
have doubt as to the presence of 
fire in that mountain. On seeing 
smoke there, he remembers the 
generalization—‘‘Wherever there 
is smoke there is fire.” Then, 
he comes to have the cognition— 


216 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART ttl 


“This mountain hassmoke which 
is pervaded by (or invariably 
concomitant with) fire," It is 
this cognition that is called linga- 
paramarsa (the subsumptive 
reflection of the probans). From 
this cognition arises the inferen- 
tial cognition—“The mountain 
has fire", This is what is called 
inference fot oneself. 

(c) Inference for others is 

p syllogistic expression which 
onsists of five members and 
which a person employs after 
inferring for himself fire 
from smoke, with a view to 
enabling another person to have 
likewise the same kind of infe- 
rential cognition. 

E.g.—''The mountain has 
fire; because it has smoke; 
whichever has smoke has fire, as 
a hearth; the mountain is such 
(has smoke which is invariably 
concomitant with fire); and 
therefore, it is such (has fire)." 
Z om this five-membered syllo- 
ism, the other person to whom 
it is addressed comes to know 
the Probans (smoke) and infers 
fire from it. 
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Professor Keith and some others believe that the 
above distinction of inference into inference for onself 
(svàriha) and inference [or others (parariha) was 
first introduced by Dignaga and borrowed from him 
by PraSastapada. (Vide Professor Keith’s ‘Indian 
Logic and Atomism’, pages 106 to 108). A careful 
consideration, however, of what Vàtsyáyana says in his 
Bhasya and Gautama in his Sütras would clearly show 
that the distinction in question should be held to be at 
least as old as the Sütrakara himself. Vatsyayana, 
where he speaks of anumdna as distinct from nydya- 
prayoga, presupposes evidently the distinction of 
svdriha and pardrtha, Gautama’s description of the 
five members of a complete syllogistic expression would 
be unintelligible, should it be assumed that he was not 
familiar with the substance of the distinction in ques- 
tion, though the terms paràrtha and svdrtha are not 
found used in his Sutras. 


The distinction of anumdna into svdriha and 
pardrtha is not only as old as the Nyayadarsana itself, 
but it is also one of the most vital topics in the 
Nyaya system. It is a natural result of one of the dis- 
tinctive features of Indian logic and it enables intelli- 
gent critics to appreciate duly the pivotal idea on which 
Indian logic turns both in its scope and its development. 
It should be remembered here that Indian logic never 
allowed itself to be restricted in its scope and develop- 
ment to the exclusively formal side of ratiocination, 
but always kept in view as its constant, knowledge or, 
more accurately, knowledge of truth (tattvajfidna) in 
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relation to what is conceived of as the summum bonum, 
In this connection, it would be very interesting to 
consider what Benedetto Croce, one of the greatest 
contributors to contemporary philosophical thought, 
has chosen to observe concerning Indian logic, parti- 
cularly the distinction of svdérthdnumdna and pardr- 
thanumdna recognised in Indian logic. Attention is 
invited to the subjoined extract from pages 583 to 585 
of Benedetto Croce’s ‘Logic as the Science of Pure 
Concept'—rendered into English by Douglas Ainslie. 

“ This error, which appeared very early in our 
western world, has spread during the centuries and yet 
dominates many minds;so true is this that ‘logic’ is 
usually understood to mean ‘illogic’ or ‘formalist logic’, 
We say our western world, because if Greece created 
and passed on the doctrine of logical forms, which was 
a mixture of thoughts materialised in words and of 
words become rigid in thoughts, another logic is known 
which, as it seems, developed outside the influence of 
Greek thought and remained immune from the forma- 
list error. Thisis Indian logic, which is notably anti- 
verbalist . . . . . . Indian logic studies the naturalistic 
syllogism in itself, as internal thought, distinguishing 
it from the syllogism for others, that is to say, from 
the more or less usual, but always extrinsic and acci- 
dental forms of communication and dispute, It has 
not even a suspicion of the extravagant idea (which 
still vifiates our treatises) of a truth which is merely 
syllogistic and formalist and which may be false in 
fact. It takes no account of the judgment, or rather it 
considers what is called judgment, and what is really 
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the proposition, as a verbal clothing of knowledge; 
it does not maké the verbal distinction of subject, 
copula and predicate; it does not admit classes of cate- 
gorical and hypothetical, of affirmative and negative 
judgments. All these are extraneous to logic, whose 
object is the constant, “knowledge considered in itself." 

Students of philosophical literature in the west 
may othe significan it easy to appreciate, in the light of the above 
extract{ the significance of the distinction which Indian 
logic retognizes between ‘inference for oneself’ 
(svàriha) and ‘inference for others’ (pardrtha), This 
distinction is not merely one of a formal kind, It is 
rooted firmly on the fundamental doctrine of Indian 
logic that syllogistic reasoning should be viewed, not 
apart from the inductive process of thinking, but mere- 
lyasa continuation aud methodical application of it. 
In Indian logic, deduction and induction do not repre- 
sent two mutually exclusive types of inference but they 
should always be looked upon as inseparably connected 
parts of a complete process of thinking called inference 
(anumána); and the chief function of anumdna, as a 
means of valid cognition, is to enable one to realize 
how certain facts are inseparably and necessarily con- 
nected with each other in accordance witha general 
principle. This view of inference influenced the 
development of Indian logic for good and saved it from 
falling into the grip of formalism which, till very 
recently, dominated logic in the west. One of the 
chief advantages which have accrued to Indian logic 
from this view is that it never makes the extravagant 
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claim that formal validity may be viewed apart from, 
and independently of, material — 

A complete syllogistic expression is called nydya- 
prayoga by Vatsyayana and all the Naiyayikas who 
followed him. Itis a synthesis in expression (maha 
vàkya) built up by five parts or members (avayavāh) 
each of which embodies-a-judgment forming a necessary 
part of a complete ratiocinative process, expressed in 
Words in order to demonstrate a fact by Dbrirgiog it 
infó an established ‘échemé “Of universal and invariable 
relation. “The Nyàya doctrine of five-membered syllo- 
gism is at least as old as Gautama and accepted by 
Vatsyayana and Pra$astapáda, and almost all the later 
Naiyayikas and Vai$esikas. These five members are 
described in the following section of the text. 

T—33 

(a) The five members of a 
syllogism are:—(1) the thesis 
set down (pralijila), (2) the 
reason (Pe (3) the exempli- 
fication (uddharana), (4) the 
subsumptive "COTTCIAtion (wpa- 
naya) and (5) conclusion (niga- 
mung ; ¢.g.—‘The mountain has 
ire"—this is the thesis. “For 
it has smoke’’—this is the reason. 
‘‘Whichever has smoke has fire, 
as a hearth"—this is the erem- 
plification, “And so is this’— 
this is the subsumptive correla- 
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Hon. “Therefore it is such’— 
this is the conclusion. 


(6) In the case of inferen- 
tial cognition for oneself as well 
as that for others, it is the sub- 
sumptive reflection of the reason 
(lingapardmarsa) that serves as 
the efficient and special cause 
(karana). So, lingaparadmarsa 
in this sense is the instrument of 
inferential cognition (anumdna). 


Annambhatta’s illustrative description of the five 
members of a syllogism set forth above, read together 
with the remarks in the dipikd, throws adequate light 
on the function of each of the members. A typical 
pratijfíáà is in the form of a proposition consisting of a 
subject (paksa), which is already known specifically to 
both the parties in a discussion, and a predicate which, 
in a specific form, is proposed to be established in the 
subject; in other words, it is in the form of a definite 
thesis to be maintained. Its chief purpose is to bring 
about a definite knowledge of the aksa as such or 
what is proposed to be proved as having the probandum 
(sddhya). The person to whom the pratijfid is 
addressed would naturally desire to know first the 
reason why the paksa is said to have the sddhya; and 
to satisfy this desire, the linga or the reason which 
serves to establish the sddhya in the paksa is indicated 
ordinarily by a term in the ablative case in Sanskrit- 
It would be possible to satisfy oneself that the reason 
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(linga) adduced is capable of proving the sddhya, only 
after ascertaining that the former is invariably con- 
comitant with the latter; and the needed knowledge of 
the invariable connection between the probans and the 
probandum (vydptsjfidna), on which the probative 
capacity of the probans depends, is derived from the 
statement of the example, which is usually in a form 
like this:—‘‘Whichever has smoke has fire, as a 
hearth.” The probans which is made out to be invari- 
ably concomitant with the probandum (sadhyavyapya) 
should be specifically known to be present in the paksa; 
without such a knowledge, the subsumptive process of 
thought on which the conclusion rests would not be 
complete; and such a knowledge results from the 
member called subsumptive correlation (upanaya). 
The final statement of the conclusion called 
nigamana is not a purposeless reiteration of the thesis, 
as proved. The purpose of the nigamana is to indicate 
that the probans is not vitiated by the presence of a 
counter-probans proving the contrary (asatpratipakgi- 
tatva), nor stultified by a stronger proof (abàdhitatva), 
According to Gautama and his followers, these five 
members are called avayavah in the sense that they 
form the necessary parts of a complete syllogistic 
expression, Vatsyayana, in his Bhasya, refers to and 
rightly discards an earlier view that the total number 
of avayavas is ten—7iz., a desire to know the proban- 
dum (jijñāsã), doubt regarding the probandum or its 
reverse (samsaya), belief in the probability of the 
probandum and in the probativeness of the proof 
(sakyapraptih), the object of discussion (prayojana) 
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and the removal of doubt on proving the probandum 
( sam$ayavyudása), in addition to the five members of 
the Nyàya *Vliegri-m already mentioned. Of these ten, 
the first five are only psychological conditiors which 
lead to a discussion and they cannot,in any sense, be 
said to be logical propositions forming the parts which 
constitute a complete syllogistic expression. It may be 
noted here that the VaiSesika tradition, as recorded by 
PraSastapada uses the terms pratijñä, apadesa, nidarsana, 
anusandhàna and pratyamnaya as the respective equi- 
valents of the Nyàya terms pratind, hetu, udaharana, 
upanaya and nigamana, 


Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayabhasya, in his 
Bhasya on the first Sutra, equates nydya with anvikgsa, 
and explains it as amounting to a critical investigation 
of facts by means of instruments of valid cognition 
( Pramünairarthapariksanam nyàyah). When such in- 
vestigation is carried on in a methodical way so as to 
convince another person of a fact, it is expressed in the 
form of five-membered syllogistic expression which is 
described as nydyaprayoga or paficavayavavükya. 
Vatsyayana further explains, in his Bhasyaon 1-1-1 
and 39, how all the four Pramanas accepted by the 
Naiyàyikas meet in the five-membered syllogism and 
tend to demonstrate a fact in a conclusive manner. The 
Bhásyakàra points out that the statement of the thesis 
(pratijflá) may be taken to stand for valid verbal 
testimony (Sabda), the reason (kelu) for the instru- 
ment of inference (anumdna), the example (#ddharana) 
fer the instrument of perception (pratyaksa) and the 
subsumptive correlation (upanaya) for analogy (pas 


224 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART m 


mana). According to him, one should find in the conclu- 
sion (nigamana ) the culminating stage of demonstrative 
expression for the reason that it is nigamana that shows 
how all the four pramdnas have collaborated to 
maintain conclusively the fact in question; and on this 
ground, #igamana is described as the acme of logical 
demonstration (paramo nyàyah). In order to appreciate 
fully the significance of the Bhasyakara’s account of 
nyüyaprayoga as represented by the five-membered 
syllogistic expression described above, it should be 
remembered that the Naiyáyikas, from Gautama down- 
ward, look upon logic both as a science and art, that 
the function of logic, according to them, comprises both 
discovery and proof, induction and deduction, and lays 
adequate stress on the material and formal aspects of 
reasoning; and that logical debate, even in its apparent- 
ly non-logical forms of jalpa (successful advocacy) 
and vitandd (destructive objection), is never allowed to 
stand completely divorced from the aim of &yàya, viz., 
conclusive determination of truth (tattvddhyavasdya). 
Remembering these facts, one may easily see that the 
structure of the five-membered syllogism is designed to 
meet in an adequate manner the requirements of logical 
denionstration, which seeks to convince another person by 
drawing his attention specifically to fact and by enabling 
his mind to pass through successive stages of thought 
which conclusively establish that fact, Professor 
Randle is inclined to believe that Vatsydyana thinks 
of the five-membered syllogism “as more than inference 
or the expression in words of inference" and that “the 
five-membered formula was influenced by its historical 
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origin in a nyãya which was methodological rather than 
logical and its structure must be regarded as in part 
vestigial, rather than determined by the requirements 
of logical analysis.” (Vide pages 165 to 167 of Pro- 
fessor Randle’s book ‘Indian Logic in the Early 
Schools’). The learned Professor’s estimate of the 
five-membered syllogism of Nyàya and his interpreta- 
tion of Vatsyayana’s remarks in this connection can 
hardly be said to have given due weight to the fact that 
Indian logic, particularly in its early stages as exbibited 
in the Sütras of Gautama and the Bhàsya of Vátsyà- 
yana and in the connected early literature, never allowed 
valid anumdna (inference) to be divorced from other 
Pramanas, at any rate from the more important of 
them, viz, perceptual instrument (pratyaksa) and 
credible verbal testimony (Sabda), and that syllogistic 
formalism abstracted from induction isan aberration 
unthinkable to the Naiyàyikas, A careful consideration 
of these facts would show that the structure of the five- 
membered formula need not be regarded as in part 
vestigial, On the contrary, the considerations indicated 
above would show that this formula is based onan 
efficient and self-contained type of verbal apparatus 
which logical methodology has evolved for the purpose 
of demonstration. Professor Randle further observes 
that “either hetu or upanaya, and either pratijfià or 
nigamana are superfluous and this superfluity is inheri- 
ted from: the time when the Nyàya was a method of 
debate and not yet a syllogism: and in the case of the 
Nyaya school, the convention of five members may 


have been fixed by a desire to equate the four ‘premises’ 
I5 


226 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PARTI 


with the four Pramāņas.” If syllogistic expression, 
like any other expression, directly or indirectly presup- 
poses a hearer to whom it is addressed, if nydyaprayoga 
or syllogistic expression finds a place only in inference 
for others (pardrihanumdana), and if the process of 
reasoning in inference for oneself (svdrthdnumdna) is 
not syllogising, a strictly logical debate, as recognized 
by Gautama and his followers, must involve a self-con- 
tained syllogistic expression as its main part. The aim 
of sucha self-contained syllogism is to enable the 
hearer, first to specifically think of what has to be 
demonstrated, secondly to learn what the reason is, 
thirdly to understand how the universal and invariable 
relation which forms the basis of inference is arrived 
at through observation, fourthly how the reason 
actually relied upon is identical with what is known to 
be invariably concomitant with the probandum, and 
fifthly to realize that the probandum is conclusively 
proved by a probans which is not vitiated by a counter- 
probans or by a stultifying proof. As already indicated, 
these five requirements can be íully met by the five 
members of a syllogism, viz., pratijñä, hetu, udaharana, 
«panaya and nigamana, It wll be seen from this that 
the five-membered syllogism of Gautama, far from 
çomprising any superfluous member, is the only com- 
plete form of syllogistic expression which would enable 
a hearer's mind to pass in a methodical way through 
each of the five stages of demonstrative reasoning, as 
indicated above. 

The Nyaya theory of five-membered syllogism may, 
here be compared with the theory of three members 
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(५००८४०८०८१) put forward by the Mimarhsakas and the 
Buddhist theory of two members. The Mimirhsakas 
maintain that either pratijid, hetu and uddharana, or 
uddharana, upanaya and nigamana will do; for, the 
conclusion should be specifically stated and a knowledge 
of the general relation between the probans and the 
probandum and of the presence of the probans in the 
paksa (vyüptiand paksadharmata) is necessary, and 
these requirements are fully met by the three members 
above-mentioned. The Buddhists hold that syllogistic 
expression is only an aid to reasoning and that it would 
be unreasonable to assume that any hearer endowed 
with the minimum capacity for reasoning would require 
more than the members conveying the needed informa- 
tion about vydpti and paksadharmatd, and that the two 
members necessary for that purpose, viz., the example 
and the subsumptive correlation (uddharana and upa- 
naya) would be quite adequate to form a syllogism. It 
may also be noted here that the three-membered syl- 
logism of the Mimirnsakas, represented by the latter 
alternative, viz., uddharana, upanaya and nigamana, 
may be regarded as a close parallel tothe Aristotelian 
syllogism of the Barbara mood. The Naiyayikas would 
criticise the three-membered syllogism of the Mimarh- 
sakas and the two-membered syllogism of the Bauddhas 
as incomplete and truncated, for the former, when it 
consists of fratijfià, hetu and uddharana omits to make 
provision for equating the probans in the paksa with 
the vydpya and for obviating any possible suspicion of 
a counter-probans or a stultifying proof (satpratipaks 
saiva or badha); while, in the form which consists of 
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udüharana, upanaya and nigamana, it startles the hearer 
by a generalization without adequately preparing him; 
and the latter adopted by the Bauddhas combines all 
these defects. 

It may be noticed that all the schools of Indian 
logic—the Nyàya, Mimàrmsà, Bauddha and the other 
schools—agree in regard to the importance and value 
of the example (uddharana) as a member[of syllogistic 
expression, Ordinarily, wdüharana is in a form like 
this—'Whichever has smoke, has fire, as the hearth.” 
Its aim, according to the Naiyayikas, is to show how 
the generalization on which deduction rests is arrived 
at. Consistently with this aim, the former part refers 
to the universal connection between the probans and the 
probandum and the latter part refers to a typical ins- 
tance in which the co-existence between the hetu and 
südhya may be observed. Nyaya tradition, which must 
have influenced Gautama's mind when, in bis Sitra 
1-1-5, he proceeds to give an account of the different 
classes of anumdna after referring to it as tatpurvakam 
(presupposing or resting upon pratyaksa), should have 
also left its stamp, in the shape of specific instance, on 
the pivotal part of the five-membered syllogism, viz., 
udàharama, Some writers on Indian logic, who lose 
sight of the distinctive features of the Nyaya doctrine 
of syllogism, regard the wdüharama as a useless and 
clumsy excrescence. Some others would historically 
account for the present form of the udéharana by treat- 
ing it as result of the portion expressing the generaliza- 
tion (wydpit) coming to be combined at a later stage in 
tlie. history of Nyàya with the latter portion referring 
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to a specific instance, the original form of uddharane 
being merely like this:—as a hearth (yatha mahd- 
hasah). It may, however, be pointed out herethat if 
Gautama's Sūtra defining uddharana (1-1-36) is 
correctly interpreted, it eannot be held to convey any- 
thing other than this ;—that vdàharanais a typical ins- 
tance (drstanta) which, on the strength of the invari- 
able connection observed in it between the probans and 
the probandum, enables one's mind to pass in the paksa 
from a similar case of the probans to a similar case of 
probandum. fitis true that, from the days of Gau- 
tama, the inductive basis of deductive reasoning has 
been treated by the Naiyayikas as an integral part of a 
complete syllogism, it must be accepted that the wdá- 
harana as known to Gautama and his followers com- 
prises both the parts, viz., the part representing vyGpts 
and the part referring to a typical instance, and neither 
the former nor the latter of these two parts can be held 
tobealater addition. The logic of Nyàya seeks to 
combine discovery and prooí; the Nyàya syllogism is 
such a harmonious blend of induction and deduction as 
ensures the safe progressof thinking on right lines; 
and if, sometimes, the syllogism of Nyàya is abused in 
Indian philosophical speculation, it is certainly due to 
the fact that ihe basis of syllogistic reasoning in such 
cases turns out to be a superficial or unsound induction 
and not to any defect in the scientific method of reason- 
ing formulated by the Naiyayikas. 

Students of western logic, when they. compare 
the Nyàya syllogism with Aristotelian syllogism, 
are not fikely to miss the striking contrast between 
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them. This contrast consists in the Nyàya system 
not tecognizing anything really corresponding to the 
syllogistic figures and moods known to western 
logic. Ordinarily, the generalization on which the 
typical Nyaya syllogism rests is a universal afirma- 
five proposition, the proposition corresponding to the 
minor premise is usually stated in the form of A and 
the conclusion is also usually in A. So, it may be said 
that the typical Nyàya syllogism is of the Barbara type. 
In this connection, a student of Nyàya, familiar with 
the distinction made in Nyāya literature between 
puksatdvacchedakasdmdnddhikaranyenanumiti and 
paksatavacchedakavacchedenanumiti may feel that 
there is some reason to find in the former case a con- 
clusion in I and to connect such ccnclusions in I with a 
minor premise in I; thus, in such cases, he may feel 
inclined to find instances of the mood represented by 
Datit. In the same way, one may be inclined to find an 
instance of the mood Camesires in a syllogism like this 
-—''Whichever has negation of fire has negation of 
smoke. No tank has fire. No tank, therefore, has 
smoke”. But a careful consideration of the Nyàya 
theory of syllogism in the light of the Nyáya view 
regarding the interpretation of propositions would make 
it clear that, strictly speaking, it would not be correct 
to find in any Nydya Cog a parallel to any 
western figure or mood 2 conception of a 
typical syllogism is that it depends chiefly upon a pro- 
position embodying ७०८७४. V yapti is an invariable or 
univerbal generalization in the sense that it consists in 
unfailing connection between a probans and probandwm 
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looked upon as attributes predicated of certain subjects 
rather than as things having such attributes, The Nyaya 
view is generally in favour of adopting the tn tensive or 
connotational method of interpreting propositions and 
mostly avoids the extensive or denotational method. 
When a proposition like *All S is P" has to be inter- 
preted by a Naiyayika, he would first think of the ur 
versal and invariable connection between the essential 
attribute connoted by S and that connoted by P and 
would not so readily think of all the individuals denoted 
by S and P. It would also be remembered in this 
connection that there is no fundamental difference 
between a vydpti of two positive factors and that of 
two negative factors. In fact, the proposition *Wher- 
ever there is no fire, there is no smoke" is for all 
practical purposes taken by the Naiyayikas to be equiva- 
lent to “Wherever there is negation of fire, there is 
negation of smoke”. A Naiyayika would have as little 
hesitation in saying “Negation of fire is" (vahnya- 
bhàvo'sti) as in saying “Fire is" (vahnirasti), abhava 
or non-existence being as much a real category as a 
bhava ot positive entity. In these circumstances, one 
may easily see how Indian Nyàya did not attach much 
importance in syllogistic reasoning to the artificial dis- 
tinctions of A, I, E and O propositions, though the 
Sanskrit language was quite capable of expressing such 
distinctions, and how the íormalistic formulas of 
different figures and moods came to be almost com- 
pletely eschewed in Indian logic. 
34——T 
(a) Probans (linga=liiteral- 
ly, matk) is of three kinds— 
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concomitant in affirmation and 
negation (anvayavyatireki), con- 
comitant in affirmation alone 
(Revalanvayi) and concomitant 
in negation alone (kevalavyati- 
reki). 


(b) The anvayavyatireki 
type of probans is that which 
has affirmative concomitance 
(anvayavyāpti) and negative 
concomitance (vyatirekavyaptt) 
with the probandum; as smoke 
when fire is the probandum. 
“Where there is smoke, there 
is fire, as in’ a hearth"—this 
is affirmative concomitance, 
«Where there is no fire, there is 
no smoke, as in a tank"—this is 
negative concomitance. 


(c) The kevalanvayt pro- 
bans has affirmative concomit- 
ance alone; as—‘‘Jar is namable, 
because it is knowable, like a 
cloth". In this instance, nega- 
tive concomitance is impossible 
between knowability (prame- 
yaiva) and namability (abhidhe- 
yatva); for all things are know- 
able and namable. 
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(d) The  kevalavyatireki 
probans has negative concomit- 
ance alone; as in the syllogism 
— “Earth is different from the 
rest (not-earth), for it has 
smell; whichever is not different 
from the rest (not-earth) has no 
smell as water; this (earth) is 
not so—t.e., it does not have 
absence of smell or gandhd- 
bhàga, with which the absence 
of difference from  not-earth 
(prthivitarabhedabhava) is in- 
variably concomitant (vydpya); 
therefore, it is not so—+i.e., it is 
not devoid of difference from 
non-earth’’, In cases like this, 
there is no example in which the 
affirmative concomitance 
“Whichever has smell, has 
difference from non-earth” may 
be made out; for all varieties of 
earth come under the paksa 
(subject). 

35—T 

(a) Paksa (subject) is that 
in which the presence of the 
probandum is not known for 
certain and is yet to be proved; 
as a mountain, when smoke is 
relied upon as the probans. 
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(b) Sapaksga.iS a similar 
instance, in which the proban- 
dum is known for certain; as a 
hearth, in the same case of 
inference. 

(a) Vipaksa is a counter- 
example in which the non-exis- 
tence of the probandum is known 
for certain; as a tank, in the 
same case of inference. 

In section 34 of the text given above Annambhatta 
explains the three types of probans recognized by 
the Naiyayikas—viz., the affirmative-negative probans 
(anvayavyatireki), the exclusively affirmative (kevaldn- 
vay!) and the exclusively negative (kevalavyatireki). 
The Advaita-Vedantins insist that there is only one type 
of probans, viz., anvayi (affirmative) and that inference 
arises always through subsumption to an affirmative 
generalization. The Dhbattas, though they are inclined 
to recognize the anvayavyaitreké and bevalànvayi types 
of probans, are generally in favour of bringing the 
kevalavyatireki type under a distinct pramana called 
arihāpatti. The Mimarhsakas maintain that a negative 
generalization (vyatirekavydpli) is fit to be treated 
as the basis of a presumptive conclusion (arthàpatti) 
and only an affirmative generalization admits of being 
treated as the basis of a subsumptive conclusion 
(anumiti). In this connection, it would be desirable to 
peruse again pages 140 to 146 (part III supra), which 
contain a full discussion of all the important questions 
relating to orthadpatti as a distinct pramana and an 
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explanation of the chief reksous why Naiyayikas would 
bring cases of arthápatti under the kevalavyatireki 
type of reasoning. 
36—T 
(a) Fallacious reasons (het- 
vabhasdh=literally, semblances 
of reason) areof five kinds; — 
viZ., the reason that strays away 
(savyabhicara), the adverse rea- 
reason (satpratipaksa), the un- 
established reason (asiddha), and 
the stultified reason (bddhita). 
(b) The straying reason 
(savyabhicdra) is otherwise 
known as anaskdnitka (literally, 
not unfailing in its association 
with the probandum), It is of 
three kinds:—viz., common (sd- 
dhadrana), uncommon (asádhà- 
rana) and non-conclusive (anupa- 
samhàrin). 
The common strayer (sd- 
dhàràna) isthat variety of siray- 
sng reason which is present in a 
place where the probandum 
(sédhya) is not present; as, in 
the argument—''The mountain 
has fire, because it is knowable’’. 
In this argument &nowability is 


236 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART ul 


found in a tank where fire is not 
present. The uncommon strayer 
(asadhàrana) is that reason 
which is present only in the sub- 
ject (paksa) and not present in 
any similar example (sapaksa) 
or counter-example (vipaksa); 
as sound-ness ($abdatva), in the 
argument—*'Sound is eternal, 
because it is sound", $abdatca 
(sound-ness) being present only 
in sound, and nowhere else, eter- 
nal or non-eternal. 


The non-conclusive strayer 
(anupasamhdrin) isthat reason 
which has no affirmative or 
negative example (anvayadr- 
stdnta or vyatirekadrstanta) ; as 
knowableness (prameyatva) in 
the argument—“All things are 
non-eternal, because they are 
knowable’’, Here, no example 
is available since all things are 
treated as paksa. 


(c) The adverse reason 
(viruddha) is one which is in- 
variably concomitant with the 
non-existence of the frobandum ; 
as producibility (Rrtakatva), in 
the argument—‘“‘Sound is eter- 


CH. 11] INFERENCE 237 


nal, because it is produced". 
Here producibility is invariably 
concomitant with non-eternality, 
which amounts to the non-ex- 
istence of eternality. 


(d) The opposable reason 
(satpratipaksa) is one which 
admits of being counter-balanced 
by another reason that proves 
the non-existence of tbe pro- 
bandum; as audibility in the 
argument—“Sound is eternal, 
because it is audible, like sound- 
ness (Sabdatva)”. The counter 
reason in this case is produci- 
bility (&àryatva) in the counter- 
argument—‘Sound is non-eter- 
nal, because it is producible’’. 


(e) The unestablished rca- 
son (asiddha) is of three kinds: 
viz., Wnestablished in respect of 
abode (à$rayàsiddha), unesta- 
blished in respect of itself 
(svaripasiddha) and unesta- 
blished in respect of its concom- 
itance (vydpyatvasiddha). 


The reason is dsraydsiddha 
in the argument—-«Sey-lotus is 
fragrant, because it is a lotus, 
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like the lotus of a pond". Here, 
sky-lotus is the abode or subject 
and it never exists. 

The reason is svarapasiddha 
in the argument—‘‘Sound is a 
quality, because it is visible, like 
colour”. Here, visibility cannot 
be predicated of sound, which is 
only audible. 

The reason is said to be 
vydpyate'dsiddha when it is asso- 
ciated with an adventitious con- 
dition (upddhi), That is said to 
be an adventitious condition 
(upddhi), which is pervasive of 
the probandum but not perva- 
sive of the probans. ‘To be 
pervasive of the probandum’ 
means 'never to be the counter- 
correlative — (pratiyogin) of 
non-existence (abhdva) which 
co-exists with the probandum’. 
‘Not to be pervasive of the pro- 
bans’ means ‘being the counter- 
correlative of non-existence 
which co-exists with the probans. 
In the argument—“The moun- 
tain has smoke, because it has 
fire”, contact with wet fuel is 
the adventitious condition (४४८० 
dhi). ‘Where there is smoke, 
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there is contact with wet fuel — 
thus it is pervasive of the pro- 
bandum, There is no contact 
with wet fuel in every place 
where there is fire; for instance, 
a red-hot iron ball has no contact 
with wet fuel; thus the upddhi is 
non-pervasive of the probans, In 
this manner, contact with wet 
fuel is the upddhtin the present 
instance, because it 1s pervasive 
of the probandum but not perva- 
sive of the probans. And fire, 
in the argument under reference, 
is vyápyalvàsiddha, since itis 
associated withan adventitious 
condition (upadhi). 


(f) The steltified reason 
(badhita) is one which is put 
forward to prove a frobandum 
whose non-existence is establish. 
ed by another proof. “Fire is 
not hot, because it is a sub- 
stance", the probandum is ‘not 
being hot’; its reverse—'being 
hot'—is perceived through tactile 
perception; so, the probans is 
stultified (bddhita). 


Thus ends the chapter on 
Inference, 
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A hetvabhdsa is a semblance of reason. It isa 
fallacious reason or defective reason. It would not be 
quite correct to use the term fallacy as an equivalent of 
hetvádbhàsa. In western logic, the term fallacy is gene- 
rally understood in the sense of ‘a defective conclusion 
or interpretation,' resulting froma defective process of 
thinking. The classification and elucidation of falla- 
cies in western logic are generally influenced in a direct 
or indirect way by Aristotle's division of fallacies into 
those which are related to expression and those which 
are not. Students of western logic are aware that the 
basis of the Aristotelian classification of fallacies can 
hardly be considered satisfactory either from the logi- 
cal or from the rhetorical point of view. As early as 
inthe age of Gautama, the Nyaya system of Indian 
thought equipped itself with a fairly satisfactory and 
well-defined scheme of hetvdbhdsa or defective probans. 
Gautama definitely classifies defective reasons under 
five heads and uses the significant expression hetvd- 
bhasa, which suggests the fundamentum divisionis of 
his classification. The expression Aetvàbhàsa literally 
means ‘a semblance of reason’ or ‘what appears to be a 
reason while it is really not such’. The true function 
of aheiwor probans isto prove. The defects which 
vitiate a probans are called hetudosah. The common 
feature of such defects is that they vitiate the probative 
value of a probans. That this common feature—vt#z., 
vitiating the probative value of a prabans—is the 
fundamental basis of Gautama's classification of defec- 
tive reasons is implicitly conveyed by the significant 
name hetvdbhdsa used by Gautama, It may be noted 
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here that the same philosophic instinct, that helped the 
Nyaya theories of inference and syllogism over the for- 
malistic barriers which western logic still finds it diffi- 
cult to surmount, has also made it possible for the 
Nyàya system to equip itself with a really helpful 
scheme of defective probans, hinging on the concept of 
hetu which forms the main ground of syllogistic rea» 
soning. The Naiyayikas who came after Gautama, 
more especially later Naiyayikas like GangeSa, effec- 
tively used the hint afforded by Gautama’s classification 
and clearly and definitely elucidated the principle 
underlying the Nyàya classification of  hetvàbhàsas, 
The principle is taken for granted by writers like 
Annambhatta and is embodied in the definition of khet- 
vadbhdsa in general. This definition may be set forth 
thus :—A defective probans (hetvadbhasa or dustahety) 
is a reason whose ‘probative value is vitiated by a 
circumstance, a valid knowledge of which would pre- 
vent the inferential cognition (anumiti) kept in view 
or the efficient cause of such cognition (anumitikarana), 
For instance, a vyabhicürihetw, which is of the sddha- 
ranatype (common strayer), such as ‘a jar’ in the 
argument—‘The mountain has fire, because it basa 
jar", is a defective probans (dustahetu or hetvabhása) 
because its probative value is vitiated by the fact that 
it happens to be present in a place where fire is not 
present and a valid knowledge of this fact would pre- 
vent the generalization (vyáftiijfiána) —''Wherever 
there is jar, there is fire". This is a typical case where 
the efficient cause of inference (anumitikarana) is 
prevented. In an argument like this—“Fire is not hot, 
16 
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bdcause it is à substance", the hetu is of the bddhita 
type (stultified probans); in this case, the probative 
Válue of the probans is vitiated by the fact that it hap- 
pens to be put forwardto prove a thing which is already 
disproved by perceptual experience; that fire is not cold 
is a fact established by pratyaksa; and a valid know- 
ledge of the fact that fire is never cold would directly 
prevent the inference that fire is cold. Thus, it will 
be seen that a valid knowledge of some vitiating ele- 
ments (heludoga), would directly prevent inferential 
cognition (anumiti) and a valid knowledge of some 
others like vyabhicára would prevent only the efficient 
eause of inference (anumittkarana), such as generali- 
gation, in the form of knowledge of the invariable re- 
lation between the probans and probandum. The Naiya- 
yikas would insist that it is only a real defect, and not 
a fancied one, that should be taken to vitiate the pro- 
bative value of a probans. Any erroneous notion that 
the connection between a valid probans, like smoke, 
atid a probandum, like fire, is not invariable, should 
not be held to vitiate the probative value of the probans. 


Of the three varieties of the vitiating circumstance 
called vyabhicéra (literally, straying away or incon- 
$tancy ), the first, known as südhàrana, is the most im- 
portant. It generally proceeds from a careless or 
hasty generalization and when detected, it prevents a 
valid knowledge of invariable connection (vydpti- 
Rana), The uncommon sirayer (asddhdrana) is con- 
ceived of by the earlier Naiyayikas as a reason which 
is known not to co-exist with the probandum in any 
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sapaksa, where the probandum is recognized to be pre- 
sent. Inthe illustration of asddhdrana given in the 


text, Jabdatva (sound-ness) is present only in the paksa 
and nowhere else. According to the earlier Naiyayikas 
asddharanatva is anityadosa or operatesas a defect only 
under certain circumstances. They draw a distinction 
between nityadoşa (permanent defect)—a defect, 
which, when rightly detected, always vitiates the pro- 
bans, and anityadosa (occasional defect)—a defect 
which, when rightly detected, vitiates the probans only 
under certain circumstances. They also hold that asd- 
dhéranatva is an occasional defect (anityadoya) in the 
sense that a valid knowledge of its presence vitiates the 
reason only so long as there is a doubt regarding the 
presence of the probandum in the paksa. For 
instance, in the example given in the text, fabdatva 
(sound-ness) may be said to be not present ina 
sapaksa, only so long as there is some doubt regarding 
the presence of the probandum in the paksa; and if one 
should be sure of the presence of the probandum in the 
paksa and still desire to confirm one's knowledge by 
means of inference, the probans— fabdatva—cannot be 
said to be not present in any place where the probandum 
is known for certain to be present, for the obvious 
reason that the probans is present in the paksa, where 
the probandum is already known for certain to be pre- 
sent. Annambhatta adopts the view of the earlier 
Naiyayikas in this matter. The later Naiyàyikas define 
asüdhárana to be a probans which is not co-existeut 
with its probandum (südhyásamánadhikaranah) ; and a 
knowledge of the non-existence of the probans and the 
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probandum would prevent a knowledge of their invari- 
able co-existence. The mon-conclusive strayer (onupa- 
samhdrin) is defective reason which has neither an 
affirmative example (anvayadrstdnta) nor a negative 
example (vyatirekadrstdnta). This is the view of the 
earlier Naiyàyikas and the illustration given by Annam- 
bhatta in his text is based on this view. In this illus- 
tration, all things come under paksa; when there is 
doubt regarding the probandum everywhere, there can 
be no certainty concerning the co-existence of the pro- 
bans and the probandum, anywhere; thus one cannot 
have a conclusive knowledge of vydfti in such cases; 
and this is how, in such cases, the probative value of 
the probans comes to be vitiated. The later Naiyayikas 
do not accept this view. They contend that, even 
when ‘all’ are paksas, those particular cases in which 
one may be sure of the co-existence of the probans and 
the probandum, may well be treated as drstanta; and 
so, a mon-conclusive Strayer (anupasamharin) should be 
defined to be a defective probans, whose probandum 
happens to be omni-present (Revaldnvayin). The viti- 
ating circumstance in this case is, according to the later 
Naiyayikas, that a knowledge of the negative concomit- 
ance (vyatirckavydpii) is prevented; and, in spite of 
this defect, inferential cognition (anumiti) may arise 
from a knowledge of positive concomitance alone 
(anvayavyaptt). i 


The adverse probans (viruddha) and the oppos- 
able probans (satpratipaksa) should be carefully 
distinguished. In the case of viruddha, the same 
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probans proves the contrary, the probandum being 
known to be invariably concomitant with the absence of 
the probans. Inthe case of satpratipaksa, the probans 
admits of being counter-balanced by an opposite pro- 
bans, which may be put forward to prove the contrary. 
The vitiating circumstance in a viruddha is that it 
prevents inference (anumiti). In the case of a satprati- 
paksa, the two counter-balancing reasons prevent each 
other from producing the inference connected with it. 
Some Naiyayikas hold that, in cases of satpratipaksa, 
a dubitative type of inferential cognition (samfaya- 
rapanumils) arises. It will be seen that viruddhaiva is 
a more serious defect than satpratipaksatva, for the 
obvious reason that the former involves a greater 
degree of carelessness in reasoning. 

The unestablished reason (asiddha) is defective 
in that a knowledge of the fact that the probans 
is  unestablished prevents a knowledge of the 
presence of the invariably concomitant probans in the 
paksa (i.e. prevents pardmarsa) in the first two 
varieties—viz., dSraydsiddha and svarüpüsiddha; while, 
in the third variety—viz., vydpyatuasiddha, it is defec- 
tive in that a knowledge of the relation of invariable 
concomitance (vydptijiidna) is prevented, In con- 
nection with the elucidation of the nature of upddhi, 
which is associated with the third kind of asiddha, 
Annambhatta speaks of four kinds of adventitious cir- 
cumstance (upüdhi) in his Dipska. These four varieties 
are:—(1) an adventitious circumstance with which, the 
probandum, taken by itself, is concomitant (kevala- 
sddhyavydpakah) ; (2) one with which, the probandum, 
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as determined by an attribute of Paksa, is concomitant 
(paksadharmdvacchinnasddhyavydpakah); (3) ome 
with which, the probandum, as determined by the pxo- 
bans, is concomitant (sddhandvacchinnasddhyavya- 
pakah); and (4) one with which, the probandum is 
concomitant, as determined by an attribute not belong- 
ing to the paksa, nor being the probans (uddsina- 
dharmavacchinnasadhyavydpakah). The instance cited 
in the text, viz., contact with wet fuel (€rdrendhanasam- 
yoga) is typical of the first variety of upddht. In the 
argument—“Air is perceptible; because it has touch 
which is perceptible’’—‘perceptible colour’ (udbhata- 
rapa) is upadhi of the second variety; jor, with this 
upadi, the probandum—perceptibility—is invariably 
concomitant, as determined by the attribute—being an 
external substance (bahsrdravyatva)—which belongs 
to the paksa. ln the argument—* Antecedent negation 
is destructible; because it is producible', bhāvatva 
(ens-mess) is upddhs of the third variety; for, with this 
upddhi, the probandum—destructibility—is con- 
comitant, as determined by the probans—producibility. 
In the argument—‘‘Antecedent negaticn is destructible; 
because itis knowable", bhàvatva is upddhi of the 
fourth variety; for, with this upddht, the probandurit is 
concomitant as determined by producibility, which is 
neither the probansnor any other attribute of the paksa. 
In all these four varieties, it will be seen that the 
probans may be present in a place where the upddhi 
may not be present (4.¢., upddhivyabhicdrin) ; that the 
südhya (probandum), in one of its four formsdescribed 
above, is invariably associated with the updadhs, which 
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is thus sddhyavydpaka; and that the probans, which 
strays away from the sphere of sddhyavydpaka, must 
necessarily stray away from the sphere of sddhya itself. 
A thing, whose extent is represented by a circle, which 
has a portion falling outside the sphere of a second 
thing represented by a second circle, must necessarily 
have a portion falling outside the sphere of a third 
thing represented by a third circle contained within the 
second circle representing the sphere of the second 
thing. This relation is embodied in the generalization: 
“Whichever strays away from the pervader, must stray 
away from the pervaded” (yo yadvyüpakavyabhicarg 
sa tadvyabhicári). On the basis of this generalization, 
every case of upddhi leads to the inference of vyabhicára 
and through such inference, prevents a knowledge of 
०१११४८४. Some Naiyàyikas hold that the vitiating cir- 
cumstance in upddht is that the negation of the parti- 
cular upddhi admits of being put forward as a counter- 
balancing probans to prove the contrary and that it 
leads thus to the inference of satpratipaksatva. These 
two views are usually expressed thus in Sanskrit:— 
“Upādhih vyabhicaronnayakah"; "Upádhih saipratia 
paksonnáyakah". 


The defect called badha consists in the negation of 
the probandum being already established by a stronger 
proof, This defect directly prevents inference (ane 
mitt). It is sometimes suggested that it is unnecessary 
to recognize bddha as a distinct defect of the probas; 
for, it may be merged in vyabhicêra in cases where the 
probans is known to be present in paksa which is known 
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to be devoid of the probandum; and it may be merged 
in asiddhi in cases where the paksa is known to be 
devoid of the probans. It should, however, be remem- 
bered that thesuggested merger is notpossible in certain 
arguments like this, —-'*A jar at the first moment of its 
creation has smell; because it is earth’ (utpatttksane 
ghatah gandhavàn, prihivitvdt); and that, in such 
cases, the only defect that may be pointed out is badha. 


The Vaisesikas recognize only three Aetvábhàsas— 
viz., viruddha (the adverse probans), asiddha (the 
unestablished probans) and samdigdha (the doubtful 
probans). The last corresponds to what the Naiyayi- 
kas call vyabhicára, The satpratipaksatva of the Nyfya 
System may be brought under viruddha, according to 
the Vaisesikas, and the badha, partly under samdigdha 
and partly under asiddha. 


It is necessary to differentiate the defective varie- 
ties of the probans (hctvabhàsáh) described above, 
from what are known in Gautama’s Nyaya as chala, 
jati and nigrahasthéna, Chala is dialectic quibbling 
mainly through equivocation. Jātiisa futile respon- 
dence through parity or disparity. Gautama shows at the 
end of the first dhntka of the fifth chapter of Nydya- 
Süiras, how a debate, carried on exclusively through 
jati, is bound to become a barren type of dialectic tu 
quoque, leading to nothing. Nigrahasthdno is a vulne- 
rable point which makes for defeat in a debate and need 
not necessarily invalidate an argument. When a person 
is described as navakambala in the sense that he has a 
new blanket, it would be chalato object to the state- 


Cu. 11] INFERENCE 249 


ment by perversely misinterpreting it to mean ‘having 
nine blankets’. It should be noted here that the expres- 
sion navakambala is ambiguous and may mean ‘having 
a new blanket’ or ‘having nine blankets.’ To the argu- 
ment “Sound is non-eternal, because it is produced, 
like a jar", it would bea futile respondence (jatyuttara) 
to say “Sound may well be said to be eternal, because 
it has no activity (tskriya), like ether", To shift 
one's ground without adequate reason and give up the 
thesis proposed to be maintained (pratsjfidhdn! and 
prattjidsainyasa), to Le unable to give a suitable reply 
when a reply is called for (apratibha)—weak points 
like these are vulnerable points (nigrahasthdna) which 
make for defeat in a debate. All the defective varie- 
ties of probans (hetvábhàsüh) may also be treated as 
vulnerable points, while the latter, other than defective 
reasons, do not invalidate an argument. 


ED COD EES cae 


CHAPTER III 


ASSIMILATION OR ANALOGY (upamana) 
37—T 

Assimilation (upamdna) is 
the instrument of assimilative 
cognition. Assimilative cogni- 
tion (upamili) consists in the 
knowledge of the relation bet- 
ween a name and the object de- 
noted by it. Knowledge of simi- 
larity is the efficient instrument 
(karana) of such cognition. 
This may be illustrated thus :— 
A person happens to be ignorant 
of the exact meaning of the 
word gavaya (a particular ani- 
mal of the bovine species). From 
a forester, he learns that a 
gavaya is similar to a cow; he 
goes to a forest, sees the animal 
called gavaya, which is similar 
toa cow and recollects the in- 
formation conveyed by the as- 
similative proposition (altdefa- 
vàkya). Then the assimilative 
cognition, “This is the animal 
(of the bovine species) denoted 
by the word gavaya" arises. 

Thus ends the chapter on 
upamdna. 
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The Nyáya conception of upamdna asa distinct 
instrument of valid cognition restricts its scope to as- 
certainment of the primary denotative or significative 
power of a word (Saktigraha). The chief object of 
the Naiyayikas in so restricting its scope is to save it 
from being swallowed up in inference (anumdana). It 
should be carefully noted here that, according to the 
Mimarhsakas, the cognition embodied in the proposition 
“The animal called gavaya is similar to acow’’ is the 
efüeient instrument (karana) and the cognition "My 
cow is similar to this animal called gavaya” is the 
resultant wpamity (assimilative cognition); whereas, 
according to the Naiyayikas the resultant upamstt is in 
the form of the knowledge of the primary significative 
power of the word gavaya (gavayapadasaktigraha). 
It could be easily seen that the relation between the 
karana (efficient instrument) and the phala (result), 
according to the Mimiarhsakas, is exactly similar to the 
relation between the two propositions “A is similar 
to B" and “Bis similar to A", The Vai$esikas and 
Bauddhas could easily show how the latter, viz., “B is 
similar to A” may be taken to be inferred from the 
former, viz, “A is similar to B", The Naiyayikas 
cleverly escape from this danger by narrowing the 
scope of wpamüna as indicated above. One might, 
however, remark that the Nyáya conception of upamána 
is singularly unpractical and unfruitful. Vdtsyayana’s 
remarks on upamdna, under 1-i-6 and Il-i-44 to 48, 
throw some light on the practical value of this pramana. 
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The Bhasyakara points out how it would be of great 
practical value to know exactly what is denoted by cer- 
tain technical names of medicinal herbs, as used in the 
Ayurveda literature. It should be remembered here 
that the Indian view of a pramana is that it isan cff- 
cient instrument of valid knowledge, which possesses 
such unchallenged certitude as is usually associated with 
validity or as is not nullified by subsequent experience; 
or according to some Indian thinkers, it is an efficient 
instrument of valid knowledge, which possesses such 
practical utility and effectiveness as is usually associa- 
ted with validity. In this way, it would not be difficult 
to appreciate the reasons why the Naiyayikas regard 
«pamana as a distinct pramana. 


CHAPTER IV 
VALID VERBAL TESTIMONY. Sentence or 
proposition (sabdhe) 

38—T 
(a) Valid verbal testimony 
is a proposition set forth bya 
trustworthy person (dpta). One 
who habitually speaks only truth 
isa trustworthy person (dpia). 
A sentence or proposition isa 
group of words like “Bring a 

cow" (gdmdnaya). 

(6) A word is that which 
has significative potency (Sakti). 
“From thts word, this concept 
should be known”—God’s will 
to this effect ({Svarasamketah ) 
is called Sakti (significative po-, 

tency). 


The Vaisesikas would bring valid verbal testimony 
also under inference. The Naiyàyikas however, con- 
tend that, in cases where valid knowledge is derived 
from valid verbal testimony (pramdnaSabda), one is 
not conscious of any conclusion through subsumption 
to a generalization; but one is, on the contrary, con- 
scious of a valid verbal cognition or judgment (fabda- 
bodha) resulting from a knowledge of words, without 
the mediacy of any such subsumptive process of 


254 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [Paar m 


thought. For this reason, the Nyàya system holds that 
Sabda deserves the rank of a distinct pramana. 


The recognition of fabda as a distinct pramana has 
laid most of the Indian systems of philosophy open to 
the charge of dogmatism. Careful students of Indian 
philosophy know wellthat this charge, when put for- 
ward in a sweeping form, can easily be exposed as 
based on certain misapprehensions. Certain objections 
may be raised by advocates of independent thinking 
against the view of the Mimárhsakas that the relation 
between a word and its meaning is eternal and that the 
Statements constituting the Vedas should be held to be 
eternal and eternally valid and to possess self-evident 
validity. But these objections cannot be raised 
against the Nyāya view of JSabdapramdna. This 
view seeks to reconcile the Nyāya stand point of 
rationalism with the conception of Sabda as a distinct 
source of valid knowledge, through the Nyàya theory 
of extrinsic validity (paraiahprdmánya). According to 
the Naiy&yikas, it should be remembered that a sabda 
is a source of valid knowledge only in so far as the 
source of šabda is a perfectly trustworthy person and 
that validity (pramátva) of the knowledge derived from 
a fabda is extrinsically caused (paratah stpadyate) 
through the reliability of the speaker and is also ex- 
trinsically made out (#aratah jfiàyate) through verifi- 
cation in direct experience. The Naiyiyikas seek to 
gain a twofold advantage by this view of fabda, One 
advantage consists in the fact that they have succeeded 
in freeing their rationalisticsystem of thought from the 
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reproach of dogmatism; and the other advantage con- 
sists in the fact that they are able to base a theistic | 
argument on this view by pointing out that belief in the 
infallibility of the Veda would necessarily imply a belief 
in the Veda having been produced by an infallible 
auth. r—such an infallible author in the case of eda 
being none other than the Omnipotent and Omniscient 
God. 

The primary significative potency of a word, called 
padaíakti, is the eternal significative relation between a 
word and its sense, according to the Mimamsakas; and 
it should be brought under Sakti, which is a distinct 
category or quality according to them. The Naiyáyikas 
refuse to accept this view and hold that the utmost that 
could be said about padasekt is that it is the will of 
God to the effect that a particular word should convey 
a particular sense. This is on the assumption that 
speech is not a human product but made by God for the 
benefit of humanity. | 

39—T 

(a) Vebal expectancy, eon- 
gruity and proximity—these are 
the causes which bring about 
verbal cognition or judgment 
from a proposition, 

(b) Verbal expectancy 
(dkánkgd) consists ina word not 
being capable Wf conveying a 
complete judgmentin the absence 
of another word. 
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(c) Congruity (yogyata) 
consists in the sense being not 
stultifiable. 


(d) Proximity (sennidhi) 
consists in the afticulation of 
words without undue delay. 


(e) A sentence which is 
devoid of expectency and the 
other two requirements (con- 
gruity and proximity) does not 
bring about a valid cognition. 
For instance, a string of words 
like “Cow, horse, man, elephant” 
does not produce any judgment; 
for there is no verbal expectancy 
(dkanksd) here. The sentence 
“One should sprinkle with fire” 
does not produce a valid judg- 
ment, as there is no congruity 
here, Words like ‘Bring a 
cow", uttered at long intervals, 
cannot produce a valid judg- 
ment, owing to want of proxi- 
mity. 


In section. 39, Annambhatta briefly states the 


Nyāya view regarding the accessories necessary for 
arriving at a valid judgment froma proposition. In 
every language, &rtain words necessarily require certain 
other words to complete the sense. For instance, a 
verb denoting an action necessarily requires a kdraka: 
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such usa wofd denoting the agent or instrumént or 
object of the action; and in the absence of such a word, 
it cannot convey a complete sense. This kind of 
syntactic need is what is called verbal expectancy or 
akanksé. Words which are not required for syntactic 
completeness or which have no kind of syntactic rela- 
tion whatever cannot form a proposition. Yogyatd or 
congruity of the sense is stated to be another require- 
ment. One can easily see that, in the example given in 
the text, the concept of fire is incongruous as a means 
of sprinkling; because sprinkling is done with «water, 
and not with fire. When the words constituting a 
sentence are uttered at long intervals, one cannot have 
any connected thought and complete judgment in the 
form of verbal cognition does not arise. With regard 
to the causal connection between yogyaid and sabda- 
bodha, there is difference of opinion among the Naiy& 
yikas. Many Naiyayikas hold that a decisive know- 
ledge of congruity (gogyatdniscaya) is a pre-requisite 
of verbal cognition. Some of them maintain that a 
decisive knowledge of incongruity (ayoggatánifcaya) 
prevents verbal cognition (sabdabodhapratitandhaka) 
and the absence of such a counteracting agent is neces- 
sary for having the effect 

In this connection, attention may be drawn to the 
relation between a decisive knowledge of the speaker’s 
intention (#diparyani$cayo) and the verbal cognition 
(fabdabodha) arising from a sentence. Some. hold 
that (dtparyentscaya is an accessory cause of $abda- 
bodha; others hold that it is required only in cases 


-where ambiguous words or expressions are used; and 
17 * i 
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yet others maintain that, though it is required, it need 
not be referred to separately as a cause of Sdbdabodha, 
for the reason that dkaAksa (syntactic expectancy) 
consists in the need which one word has for another 
word in order to convey the complete sense intended 
to be conveyed and that, in this form, dkankga includes 
tatparya. 

Students of Nyàya will do well to note the essen- 
tial features of the Nyàya theory of sabdabodha. 
This theory is, for all practical purposes, the Nyàya 
theory of the import of propositions. The Nyáya view 
is that only a determinate judgment (savikalpakajfiána) 
18 embodied in, and conveyed by, a proposition; every 
proposition comprises at least a subject (४०८४५०) and 
predicate (vidheya); in a verbal judgment ($abda- 
bodha) arising in thehearer's mind from a proposition, 
the meaning of the chief substantive in the nominative 
case (prathamdntdrtha) plays the role of the leading 
concept (mukhyavisesya) and all the other concepts 
are directly or indirectly subordinated to it; the cogni- 
tion arising from a proposition is always non-percep- 
tual (paroksa); and the additional element conveyed 
by a sentence,’ over and above the separate concepts 
conveyed by separate words, is the intended relation of 
the concepts (paddrthasamserga) and this additional 
element, which is the distinctive feature of a verbal 
judgment (vdakyüriha), is conveyed thtough the parti- 
cular juxtaposition of words (samsargamaryada), and 
not through a primary or secondary significative 
"power of words (abhidhd or laksana). It may be 
‘observed here that the juxtaposition (samsargamar- 
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yada), referred to here, turns out to be identical with 

o-utterance (samabhivyáhüra), which is reducible to 
the form of what is technically known as syntactic 
expectancy (dkdnksd) 

It may be useful here to contrast the Nyàya theory, 
of fabdabodha with the fábdabodha theories of certain 
other Indian schools, According to the Vaiydkaranas, 
the activity denoted by the root of the finite verb 
(dhàtvartha) is the leading concept in a verbal cogni» 
tion arising from a sentence; and according to the 
Bhàttas, the ‘will todo’ (Brti) denoted by the ending 
of the finite verb is the leading concept there. If, from 
the stand-point of logical analysis, the subject is the 
central concept of a judgment, the meaning of the root 
of the finite verb may be regarded as its central concept 
from the stand-point of linguistic analysis; or the ‘will 
to do', denoted by the ending of the finite verb, may be 
viewed asits central concept from the stand-point of 
Mimarnsà legalism. 

The Nyáya system recognizes only two main types 
of significative force (fabdavrtti) —viz., abhidhà (the 
primary significative force) and /aksand (the secondary 
significative force). It refuses to accept the third type 
of significative force called vyaiijand or suggestion, 
which is recognized by the Alashkdrikas as a distinct 
type of fabdavrtti, and brings it under inference. 
According to the Nyaya system, the primary significa- 
tive force (abhidhd) includes two phases, which corres- 
pond to connotation and denotation, and relate to jati 
(generality) as the connoted attribute, and to vyakti 
(the individual thing) as the denoted object qualified 
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by such attribute. In other words, the Naiyáyikas 
generally maintain that the primary sense of a word is 
ordinarily an individual qualified by a generic attribute 
(jativifigtavyakti). Students of modern philosophy 
will find it easy to see that, according to the Nyaya 
system, the concepts conveyed by separate words are 
apparent simples, but really petrified judgments. All 
the names, including proper names, are connotative, 
according to Nyaya. 
40—T 

(a) There are two classes 
of sentences; those that belong 
to the Veda and those that 
belong to secular speech. "Those 
that belong to the Veda are all 
statements of God and therefore 
authoritative. Of those that 
belong to secular speech, such as 
produced by trustworthy persons 
are authoritative and others are 
not authoritative. 

(b) Verbal cognition ($db- 
dajfidna) is the knowledge of 
the meaning of a sentence. Its 
efficient instrument (karana) 
is sentence (Sabda). 

Here ends the chapter on 
Verbal Testimony. 

Thus valid experience 

. (yethärthānubhava) bas been 
explained. 
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41—T 

(a) Erroneous experience 
isof three kinds—the three 
varieties being doubt, misappre- 
hension and indirect argument 
(reductio ad absurdum). 

(b) A doubt isa cognition 
which relates to several incom- 
patible attributes in the same 
thing—as, iu the dubitative cog- 
nition—"'It may be a post ora 
man". 

(c) Misapprehension is a 
false cognition—as in the erro- 
neous cognition of a nacre, in 
the form—"'This is silver”. 

(d) Indirect argument (re- 
ductio ad absurdum) consists in 
the hypothetical admission of 
vyapya (an invariably concomi- 
tant fact) which leads to the 
admission of the pervasive con- 
comitant (vydpeka); as, “If 
there were no fire, there would 
be no smoke’, 

42—T 

Recollection is also of two 
kitids:—true and false, The 
former is the result ofa valid 
experience; and the latter arises 
from an erroneous experience. 
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In this connection students may be advised to read 
again pages 104 to 146 of chapter I part III. 
| 43—T 

(a) Pleasure is a quality 
which all consider agreeable. 

(5) Pain is a quality which 
all consider disagreeable. 

(c) Desire is wish. 

(d) Dislike is sll-feeling. 

(e) Volitional effort is the 
will to do. 

({) Dharma is the unseen 
spiritual benefit accruing from 
the performance of actions 
which are enjoined by the Vedic 
law. 

(9) Adharma is the unseen 
spiritual demerit accruing from 
the performance of forbidden 
actions, 

(h) Cognition and the 
following seven qualities (eight 
in all) are the specific qualities 
(vifesagundh) found only in the 
soul, Cognition, desire and 
volitional effort may be eternal 
or non-eternal; they are eternal 
in God and non-eternal in the 
ordinaty souls of living beings 
( iva). 
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(i) There are three kinds 
of tendencies or impressions— 
speed, reminiscent impression 
and elasticity. Speed belongs 
to the substances—earth, water, 
fire, air and mind. Reminiscent 
impression belongs only to the 
soul and it results from a previ- 
ous experience and causes recol- 
lection. Elasticity is the ten- 
dency of a thing to recover its 
original form when it is changed. 


Here ends the section dealing 
with Qualities. 


It would be useful if students read again, in this 
connection, pages 13 to 15 of chapter I part III, 


44—T 


Activity is of the nature of 
motion. Upward motion leads 
to contact with an upper place. 
Downward motion leads to con- 
tact with a lower place. Con- 
traction leads to contact with a 
place near one's body. Expan- 
sion leads to contact with a place 
remóte from one’s body. All 
the other varieties of motion 
come under ‘going’, 
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45—T 
Generality is a generic attri- 
bute which is eternal and one 
and inheres in many things, It 
is found in substances, qualities 
and activities, Existence (sattd) 
is the most comprehensive type 
of generality. Substance-ness 
and such others are less compre- 
hensive. 
46—T 
Specialities are the differen- 
tiating features belonging to 
eternal substances. 
47—T 
Inherence is the eternal 
relation, which belongs to the 
inseparables. An inseparable 
pair consists of two things of 
which one thing, so long as it 
does not come to an end, exists 
only in the other thing:—as 
component pari and the compo- 
site whole, quality and subst- 
ance, motion and moving body, 
generality and the individuai 
having $1, and speciality and the 
| eternal substance having $t. 
In this connection, students will do well to read 
again pages 18 to 37 o£ chapter I, part III. 
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48—T 

(0) Antecedent non-exis- 
tence has no beginning but has 
an end. It relates to the period 
preceding the production of an 
effect. 

(b) Annihilative non-exis- 
tence has a beginning but has no 
end. It relates to the period 
subsequent to the production of 
an effect. 


(c) Total non-existence is 
the negation of a counter-corre- 
lative in respect of relation to 
all the three times—present, 
past and future—as in the 
statement——' "There is no jar on 
this spot” 


(d) Reciprocal non-exist- 
ence 1s the negation of a counter- 
correlative in respect of its 
identity with another thing— 
as in the statement— “Á jar is 
not a cloth", 

Here, students should peruse again pages 37 to 52 
of chapter I, part III. 
49—'T 

All the other paddrthas may 
be brought under one or the 
other of the seven paddrthas 


266 A PRIMER OF INDIAN LOGIC [PART Im 


enumerated at the beginning of 
this work. So, there are only 
seven categories. 
Here, attention is drawn to pages 4 to 8 of 
chapter I, part III, 
50—T 
Annambhatta has written 
this treatise called Tarkasam- 
graha with the object of intro- 
ducing beginners to a study of 
the Nyàya and Vaisesika systems 
of Gautama and Kanáda. 


THUS ENDS THE TARKASAMGRAHA 


SANSKRIT GLOSSARY 


akhandade$a: indivisible space. 
akhandopadhi: an attribute which is not a jati but 
similar to it. 


akhyati: non-apprehension. 

acit: non-spirit; matter. 

anu; atom; minute part. 

anutva: smallness. 

anuparimana: atomic size. 

atidegavakya: assimilative proposition. 

ativydpti: over-applicability ; being too wide. 

atyantabhava: absolute non-existence. 

atyantasat: non-being out-and-out. 

adharma: unseen spiritual demerit, 

adhikarin: a qualified person or one to whom the 
result accrues, 


adhisthana: real substratum. 
adhyavasaya: determinative cognition. 
anavastha: endless regression. 
anatman: non-soul. 

anadi: without beginning. 

anitya: non-eternal. 

anityadoga: occasional defect. 
anirvacaniyakhyati: indefinable's apprehension. 
anirvacaniyatà : indefinability. 
anudbhüta : sub-perceptional. 
anupasambarin ; non-conclusive reason. 
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anubhava : experience. 

anumiana: inference; instrument of inference. 

anumiti: inference. 

anuyogin: correlated substratum. 

anuvyavasaya: after-cognition, in which the subject 
also is presented. 


anugnasita: lukewarm. 

antahkarana: inner instrument of knowledge. 

antyaviSesa: ultimate particularity. 

anyathakhyati: misapprehension. 

anyathasiddha: dispensable antecedent. 

anyonyabhava: reciprocal negation; mutual non- 
existence. 

anvayadrstanta: affirmative example. 

anvayasahacara: sequence of positive factors, 

anvayavyatirekin: concomitant in affirmation and 
negation. 

anvayavyàápti: positive or affirmative concomitance. 

ap: water. 

apara: less comprehensive. 

aparatva: spatial or temporal proximity. 

apavarga: final emancipation. 

apeksabuddhi: enumerative cognition. 

apratyaksa: imperceptibility. 

apramanya: error; invalidity. 

abhava: non-existence. 

abhidheya: denotable thing. 

abhidheyatva : namability. 

abhighata: striking; a kind of contact producing 
sound. 
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abheda: identity. 

abhyasapratyaya: repetitional cognition. 

amla: acid, 

ayathartha: erroneous, 

ayatharthanubhava : erroneous experience. 

ayutasiddha: inseparable, 

arani: tinder-stick. 

artha: substance, 

arthapatti: presumptive testimony. 

alaukika: extra-normal. 

avaksepana: downward motion. 

avacchedaka : delimiting. 

avacchedya: delimited. 

avacchinna ; delimited. 

avayava: member; member of a syllogism; component 
part. 


avayavin: composite structure or product. 
avinabhàva: invariable relation. 

aviveka : non-discrimination. 
avyapade$ya : non-verbal; unverbalisable. 
avyapti: partial inapplicability. 
avyapyavrtti: non-pervasive. 

aSakti: inability. 

asat: non-being. 

asatkhyati: non-being’s apprehension. 
asamavayikarana: non-inherent cause, 
asambhava: total inapplicability. 
asadharana: special; uncommon strayer. 
asadharanadharma: specific feature. 
asiddha: un-established reason. 

asurabhi: non-fragrant. 
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akaraja: mine-born; born of the mine. 

akànksà: verbal expectancy; syntactic expectancy. 

akasa: ether. 

akasatva: etherness. 

dkuficana: contraction. 

agama; verbal testimony. 

atman: soul. 

àtmakhyáti : self-apprehension. 

atmasraya: self-dependence. 

ádarapratyaya : regardful cognition. 

Aditya: Sun. 

anumanika: inferential. 

apta: trustworthy person; truth-teller. 

Ayojana: concretive activity. 

árambhaváda : creationistic theory of causation. 

&ropa : hypothetical admission. 

asrayasiddha: unestablished in respect of abode. 

iccha: desire. 

indriya: sense-organ. 

indriyatva: senseness. 

indriyarthasannikarga: relation between sense-organ 
and object. 

indhana : fuel, 

I$vara: God. 

utksepana? upward motion, 

utpatti: production. 

udarya: that of the stomach; gastric. 

udaharana: exemplification. 

uddega: enumeration. 

uddegya: subject. 

udbhüta ; perceptible; not sub-perceptional. 
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upanaya: subsumptive correlation. 

upamana: instrument of assimilation; assimilative 
instrument; comparison. 

upamiti : assimilative cognition or experience. 

upalabdhi : apprehension. 

upastambhaka : supportive, 

upasthiti: thought. 

upadanakarana: material cause. 

upadhi: adventitious condition; an attribute which is 
not a jati. 

upeksa : indifference. 

usna: hot, 

usnaspar$a : hot touch. 

eka: one. 

katu: pungent. 

kadamba: a kind of flower. 

kapala : potsherd. 

kapisa: brown. 

kampana: shaking. 

karana: efficient or instrumental cause. 

karma: activity. 

kalaSatva: jarness. 

kalpana: presumptive knowledge; fictitious fabrication. 

kasaya: astringent. 

kama: wish. 

karya: product. 

kala: time. 

kalikasambandha: time-relation. 

krtakatva: producibility. 

krti: volitional effort. 

krsnatara: dark pupil. 
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kevalabhütala : empty floor. 

kevalavyatirekin : concomitant in negation alone. 

kevaladhikarana: mere container. 

kevalànvayin: concomitant in affirmation alone. 

kriya : activity. 

kriyatva: motion-ness. 

krodha: ill-feeling. 

ksana: moment, 

ksanikavijfiàna: momentary consciousness. 

gandha: smell. 

gamana: going. 

guna: quality. 

gurutva: weight. 

ghatatva : potness. 

ghrāņa: olfactory sense; sense of smell. 

caksus: visual sense; sense of sight. 

calana: motion. 

cit? spirit; consciousness. 

citra? variegated. 

curna: powder, 

chala: dialectic quibbling. 

janya: producible thing. 

japa: China rose. 

jala: water. 

jalpa: argument for victory; successful adypcagy. . 

jati: generic or class attribute; specious and unavail- 
ing objections or futile respondence. 

jihvà: tongue. 

jiva: individual soul. 

jivàtman: individual soul. 

jfiapti: knowledge. 
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nana: knowledge. 

fíeya: knowable thing. 
attvadhyavasaya: conclusive determination of truth, 
adutpatti: casuality. 

antu : thread. 

amas: darkness. 

wka: reductio ad absurdum; indirect argument. 
adatmya: complete identity. 
kta: bitter. 

turi: shuttle, 

rna: straw. 

ejas: light; fire. 

irasarenu: triad; ternary product. 
uti? triad; ternary product. 
tvak: tactus; sense of touch. 
landa: stick. 

dik: spatial direction. 

divya: that of the sky. 

dirgha: long. 

dustahetu: defective probans. 
duhkha; pain. 

drstanta: typical instance. 
Jravatva: fluidity. 

dravya: substance, 

dravv- “va; substanceness. 
dvyanuka; dyad; binary product. 
dvesa : dislike. 

dharma: merit; unseen spiritual benefit ; attribute. 
dharmin: thing qualified. 

dhatu: verbal root. 

dhrti : sustaining effort, 
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dhvani: noise. 

naman: name, 

nigamana: conclusion, 
nigrahasthana: vulnerable point, 
nitya: eternal. 

nityadosa: permanent defect. 
nityaguna: eternal quality. 
nididhyásana: constant meditation. 
nimittakàrana: instrumental cause. 
hiyata: invariable. 
niyatapürvavrtti; invariable antecedent. 
nirupaka: correlating; correlated. 
nirnaya: decisive knowledge. 
nirvacana: definite predication. 
nirvikalpaka: indeterminate, 

ni$caya: determination. 
nigkampapravrtti : unfaltering effort. 
nila: blue. 

nodana: pushing. 

naimittika: artificial, 

paksa: minor term; subject. 
paksatà : subjectness. 
paksadharmatà; subject-adjunctness. 
pata: cloth. 

patatva : clothness. 

patupratyaya: vivid cognition. 
padürtha ; category. 

para: more comprehensive. 

paratva: temporal or spatial remoteness. 
paratastva: extrinsicality. 


paratahpramanya: theory of extrinsic validity. 


[PART ni 
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paratograhya: made out extrinsically. 

paramanu: atom. 

paramatman: Supreme Soul. 

paramparasambandha: indirect relation. 

parámar$a: subsumptive reflection. 

pararthanumana: inference for others. 

parardha: one thousand crores of crores, 

parinàma: modification; digesting. 

parimana; size. 

pariksa: investigation. 

paroksa: non-perceptual. 

paka: heat; baking. 

pacaka: a cook, 

parimandalya: the smallest size conceivable; atomic 
size. 

págana: stone. 

pinda: lump. 

pila: yellow. 

purusa : spirit. 

pfthaktva: separateness. 

prthivi: earth, 

prthvi: earth. 

prakara: adjunct. 

prakarata: adjunctness. 

prakasa : luminosity. 

prakrti: primordial matter. 

pracaya: loose contact. 

pratijna: thesis. 

pratipadyapratipadakabhava: relation of the 
and the treatise. 

pratibandhaka: counter-agent, 
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pratiyogin: correlative; counter-correlative. 
pratiyogit& : correlativeness. 

pratiyogitátva: the state of being correlativeness, 
pratyaksa: perception; perceptive instrument. 
pradhvrhsabhava : annihilative non-existence. 
prama: valid knowledge. 

pramana: means of valid knowledge; valid knowledge. 
pramatva: validity. 

prameya: object of valid knowledge; cognizable thing. 
prameyatva: knowability. 

prayatna: volition. 

prayojana: purpose; aim. 

pralaya: dissolution; universal dissolution, 
pravrtti: volitional decision. 

prasarana: expansion. 

pragabhava : antecedent non-existence. 
pratyaksika: perceptual. 

pramanya: truth; validity. 

pretyabháva: cycle of death and birth. 
phala: result. 

phalibhütajfiána: resultant cognition. 
baddha: bound. 

badhakapratiti: sublating cognition. 

badhita: stultified reason. 

buddhi : cognition, 

bhavakarya: positive product. 

bhávanà: reminiscent impression. 
bhavapadartha: existent entities. 

bhasvara: brilliant. 

bhitti: wall. 

bhüta: elemental being. 
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bhutatva: elementness. 

bhuyodar$ana: repeated observation, 
bheda: difference. 

bhedasahisnu: compatible with difference. 
bhauma: that of the earth. 

mani: lens. 

madhura: sweet. 

manas: mind. 

manana: reflective thinking. 
manusyatva : humanity. 

mahat: large. 

mahattva: largeness. 

mahakala: undivided time. 
mahasamanya: grand generality; the summum genus. 
mana: measurement. 

manasapratyaksa: mental perception. 
mithyà: unreal. 

mithyajñana: false cognition. 

mukti: final emancipation. 

mürta: moving substance; limited in size. 
mrgatva: beasthood. 

mrt: clay. 

yatna: volitional effort. 

yathartha: real. 

yogyata: congruity. 

yogyanupalabdhi: effectual non-cognition. 
rakta: red. 

rajas: passion. 

rasa. taste. 

rasana: sense of taste; gustatory sense. 
rupa: colour. 
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rüpatva: colourness. 

laksana: definition. 

lavana: salt, ` 

làghava: principle of parsimony or economy. 
linga: probans; mark; reason. 
lingaparamarsa: subsumptive reflection of the probans. 
loka: world. 

Varuna: Water-God, 

varna: alphabet. 

vahni: fire. 

vakyarthabodha: verbal judgment. 
vada: argument for truth, 

vàyu: air. 

vayuloka: world of Wind-God. 
vikalpa: fictitious fabrication. 
vijfiana? consciousness. 

vitandà ; destructive argument or objection. 
vidyut: lightning. 

vidheya: predicate. 

vipaksa: counter-example. 
viparitakhyati: contrary experience, 
viparyaya: misapprehension. 
vibhaga: division; disjunction. 
vibhagaja: caused by disjunction. 
vibhudravya: all-pervasive substance. 
viruddba; adverse probans or re: son. 
visistapratiti: determinate cognition. 
visesa: particularity. 

vi$esaguna : specific quality. 

vi$*sana: adjunct. 

vi$esyat& ; substantiveness. 
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visaya: object; subject-matter. 

visayatà : objectness. 

visayatàtva: the state of being objectness. 

visayità : subjectness. 

vrksa: tree. 

vrtti: activity; modification, 

vega: speed. 

veman: loom. 

vyakti: individual unit. 

vyafijanà: suggestion. 

vyatirekadrstanta: negative example. 

vyatirekavyàpti: negative concomitance; negative gene- 

ralization. 
vyatirekasahacara: concomitance of negation. 
vyavasaya: cognition in which an object is presented 
and not the subject. 

vydpaira: activity; intermediate cause. 

४४१७1१ co-extension; invariable concomitance, 

vyapyatvasiddha: unestablished in respect of its con- 
comitance, 

vyàpyavrtti: pervasive. 

vyávartaka: differentiating feature. 

vyavrtti: differentiation. 

vyasajyavrtti: partially contained. 

Sakti: significative potency or power; potentiality. 

Sabda: proposition; verbal testimony; sound. 

Sabdaja: caused by sound. 

$abdatanmatra: subtle sound. 

Sabdavrtti: significative force. 

Sarira: body; form. 

Sabda : verbal; verbal experience. 
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§abdajnana: verbal cognition. 

Sgbdabodha: verbal cognition. 

ita: cold, 

Sitaspar$a: cold touch. 

Sukti: nacre. 

$ukla: white. 

Syama: black. 

$ravana: understanding. 

Sruti: Revealed Texts, 

sakampapravrtti: halting effort. 

sakrddarSana: single observation. 

sat: being. 

satta: existence. 

sattva: goodness. 

satpratipaksa: opposable reason. 

sapaksa: similar instance. 

samavaya: inherence. 

samavayin: constitutive, 

samavayikdrana: constitutive or inherent or intimate 
cause, 

samudra; ocean. 

samtihalambana: group cognition. 

samkhya: number, 

samdigdha: doubtful probans. 

sannikarsa: sense-relation. 

sannidhi: proximity. 

sambandha: relation. 

sam yoga: conjunction. 

samyogaja: caused by contact. 

sarnSaya; doubt. 

sarnsarga ; relation. 
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samsargatà': relationness. 

samskara: tendency or impression; 
impression. 

Sarit: river. 

Sarvajíia: Omniscient. 

savikalpaka: determinate. 

savyabhicara: straying reason. 

santa: having an end. 

sadrsya: similarity. 

sadhana: middle term; probans. 

sadharana: general; common strayer. 

sadhya: probandum; major term. 

samagris the whole causal apparatus. 


samayikabhava: temporary non-existence. 


samanya: generality. 
samanyavisesi: generic differentia. 
samkarya: unwarranted blend. 
samsiddhika: natural. 

siddhanta: established conclusion. 
sukha: pleasure. 

surabhi: fragrant. 

suvarna: gold. 

srsti: creation. 

sthitasthapaka : elasticity. 

sneha; viscidity. 

spar$a: touch. 

sphatika: crystal, 
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reminiscent 


sphota: the eternal substratum of significativcness. 


smrti: recollection. 
smarana : recollection, 
svatastya: intrinsicality. 
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svatograhyas intrinsically made out. 

svatojanya: intrinsically brought about. 

svatovyavartaka: self-discriminating. 

svatovyavrtta: self-differentiated. 

svarüpasambandha ; self-relation ; self-linking: 

svarüpasiddha: unestablished in respect of itself. 

svarthanumana: inference for oneself. 

svetarabheda: difference from the rest. 

harita: green. 

hetu: probans; reason; valid reason; middle term. 

hetvabhasa: fallacious reason; semblance of reason; 
defective probans. 

hrasva: short. 
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